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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine the role of 
Equalization as a factor in public school support in Louisiana.
An analysis of the role of equalization in school finance was made 
in terras of the following: (1) basic principles of equalization,
(2) factors related to establishing equalization in school finances
(3) patterns of financing education, (4) effects of changes in the 
Equalization Formula, and (5) proposals for modifying the Equaliza­
tion Formula.
Data for the study were secured from the following sources: 
(1) Annual reports of school systems, (2) State Constitution, (1) 
Legislative Acts, (4) Opinions of Attorney General, (5) Proceedings 
of State Board of Education, (6) publications of State Department 
of Education, (7) study committee reports, (8) publications of 
state agencies, and (9) related literature.
Patterns of financing education were presented in relation 
to the historical development of education. These school support 
patterns were determined on the basis of schools operated, agencies 
involved, revenue sources, and distribution methods. An analysis 
was made of school finance patterns in relation to the development 
of public education. Data were presented with the view of deter­
mining how various finance patterns aided or hindered in establish! 
public education.
Basic factors and conditions relating to the establishment 
and operation of public education were examined as they affected
financial programs. These factors and conditions were presented as 
to their importance in the development of school finance programs 
utilizing the following information: ^1) school population, (2)
school programs, (1) educational costs, (4) tax structure, (5) 
distribution of revenues, and (6) ability of local school boards 
to support education.
The principle of equalization was utilized as a criterion 
in examining methods used for distributing State funds. A review 
of Louisiana's Equalization Formula in accordance with established 
principles and purposes of equalization determined the status of 
equalization as a method of distributing school funds. Actual and 
proposed changes in the formula were analyzed as to their effect 
upon the development of adequate financial programs for education.
An analysis of Louisiana's tax structure was made in deter­
mining basic reasons for present methods being used in allocating 
State school funds. Established laws and policies were used as 
guides in the evaluation of school finance programs. Information 
used in examining distribution methods included the following:
(1) tax limitations, (2) taxing authority, (1) number of school 
funds, (4) agencies involved, and (5) assessment and collection 
practi ces.
A descriptive analysis of the application and operation of 
the present Equalization Formula was presented in accordance with 
existing policies and procedures. Various schedules were used as 
they applied to elements of the formula. This analysis was made in 
determining methods and procedures used in formulating data for
xi i i
application of the Equalization Formula and, also, to determine the 
level of education supported through the equalization distribution. 
Elements of the formula were presented as an indication of educa­
tional services provided as a minimum education program.
Conclusions drawn from the study are summarized as follows:
(L) the State furnishes a major share of school funds; (2) the major 
share of State school funds is distributed through the Equalization 
Formula: (3) the use of current data in the Equalization Formula is 
an effective method of distributing State funds for systems with 
increasing enrollments; (4) a largo amount of additional funds would 
be needed to implement the proposed revisions in the Equalization 
Formula; (ti) the proposals should be weighed against present method 
in securing additional funds; and (6) these proposals need further 





Public education is primarily a state function. State and 
local school administrative units have been created by state govern­
ments to carry out the functions of public education. Developing 
methods and means of financing education is a major responsibility 
of the state and local school governing units. From the beginning 
of public education the State has played a vital role in providing 
financial support for schools. Throughout the years governmental 
groups, educators, and others have worked on development of school 
finance programs in Louisiana. Many factors have influenced the 
framework of these finance programs.
Various methods are used in distributing school funds for 
the support of public education. The Equalization Formula is one 
method devised to assure a more equitable distribution of funds for 
education in the State. In earlier years local school administrative 
units provided the major part of school monies. Inequities in the 
ability of the local units to support educa' .onal programs brought 
a movement toward the establishment of an Equalization Formula by 
the State. This Formula has emerged in Louisiana as the most 
important of all the methods used in distributing State funds to 
local school units for operation of school programs.
2The Problea
Statement of the problem. The purpose of this study was to 
determine the role of equalization as a factor in public school 
support in Louisiana. Questions to be considered included:
1. What were the principles upon which equalization was 
based?
2. What were the conditions that led to establishment of 
equalization as a means of school support?
3. How did equalization emerge as a basic pattern of school 
support in Louisiana?.
4. What were the effects of subsequent changes in the 
Equalization Formula?
5. What were the proposals for modifying the Louisiana 
Equalization Formula and their probable effects upon 
the school finance program?
Delimitation of the problem. This study was limited to an 
analysis of the development, application, and operation of equali­
zation as a factor in public elementary and secondary school support 
in Louisiana. Data on other school funds were used only insofar as 
they had an effect upon the operation of the Equalization Formula.
A complete analysis of these other school funds was not attempted.
Importance of the study. Financing schools is an important 
phase of state government. Methods of distributing school funds 
play a vital part in establishing and developing educational pro­
grams in Louisiana. A large percentage of school monies is 
allocated through the Equalization Formula. It is of primary
3importance that the method of securing and distributing school funds 
be kept current and applicable to present day needs. These needs 
are constantly changing and they directly affect the programs of 
school financing. As educational and economic conditions change 
various factors emerge that are directly related to the equalization 
method of distributing school funds.
Constant research in financing schools is needed if changes 
in financial support programs are to be based on valid need and not 
on mere opinion. Before incorporating them into financial systems, 
theories and proposals should be tested thoroughly to know their 
effects on school programs. This analysis of past, present, and 
proposed factors relating to equalization may be of assistance in 
making the necessary modifications of school finance programs in 
Louisiana.
Definition of terms
Minimum foundation program. A program of education established 
by the State Board of Education which would provide at least a min­
imum educational offering for children in each school unit of the 
State. Funds are appropriated by the State Legislature and distri­
buted through the Equalization Formula to support this minimum 
foundation program in education in each of the units.
Equalization fund. A fund established by the State to 
guarantee sufficient support to establish and maintain a minimum 
educational program for every local school system.
4Cost program. A part of the Equalization Formula consisting 
of various cost items included in the Formula for arriving at the 
total cost of the minimum foundation program for each school system.
Support program. A part of the Equalization Formula con* 
sisting of various items used in the Formula for arriving at the 
amount of funds local school units are required to furnish in sup­
porting the program.
Difference necessary to equalize. The difference between 
the cost program and the support program of the Equalization Formula 
is the amount of funds necessary to implement the minimum foundation 
program furnished by the State.
Severance tax receipts. The amount of funds allocated to 
local school systems by the State from severance tax revenue.
Constitutional tax. A five-mill tax on real property that 
may be levied by local school boards without a vote of the people 
as authorized in the State Constitution.
Procedure of the study
Data were compiled from sources listed in the study. Back­
ground information on educational and financial conditions prior 
to the establishment of the equalization program came from annual 
reports of local school systems. A survey of the State Constitution 
and legislative Acts furnished information on the legal framework
for school finances. Information on changes made in the Equaliza­
tion Formula was secured from Minutes of the State Board of Education. 
This information was used in analyzing the effects of these changes 
upon school finances in Louisiana.
A tabulation of data on the application of the Equalization 
Formula was made from State Department of Education publications.
A descriptive analysis was made of elements used in applying the 
Equalization Formula. A review of reports of study commi ttees, 
publications, and personal interviews furnished data on certain 
proposed revisions in the Equalization Formula. These proposals 
were applied through the Equalization Formula and interpretations 
made as to their probable effect on distribution of school funds. 
Material on tax structure in Louisiana was compiled and arranged 
according to its relation to equalization in school finances.
CHAPTER II
DEVELOPMENT OF EQUALIZATION AS A BASIS 
FOR SCHOOL SUPPORT IN LOUISIANA
The development of equalization as a basis for school support 
in Louisiana is presented as follows: (1) school finance in 
Louisiana prior to 1930, (2) factors affecting school finance pro­
grams, (3) principles of equalization, (4) the first Equalization 
Formula in Louisiana, and (5) modifications in the Equalization 
Formula.
School finance in Louisiana prior to 1930
Patterns of f inancing public elementary and secondary 
schools. Prior to 1800, education in Louisiana was established and 
carried on, by religious and private groups. These schools were 
supported by tuition fees and donations. Probably the first re­
corded donation made for educational purposes was by Don Andres 
Almonaster. The schoolhouse employed by Spanish teachers in 1772 
was destroyed by fire; and a citizen of New Orleans, Don Andres 
Almonaster, offered a room for use as a school.^
Many private schools were established by teachers who charged 
for each child in attendance. This was the source of pay for the
^Edwin W. Fay, History of Education in Louisiana, U. S.
Bureau of Education, Circular No. 1 (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1898), p. 15.
teachers. Schools were successful as far as financing was concerned, 
depending upon the number of children in attendance. Other means 
utilized in securing educational benefits consisted of sending 
children abroad to study or employing private tutors in the homes. 
However, these methods were available primarily to the wealthy 
families.
Financing educational efforts prior to 1800 consisted mainly 
of three methods, namely, (1) schools established and operated by 
churches utilizing tuition fees and donations for funds, (2) private 
schools operated by teachers charging small tuition fees for chil­
dren in attendance, and (3) private tutors hired by wealthy families 
to teach their children. This pattern of financing education through 
tuition charges was a hindrance to the establishment of public edu­
cation, since parents able to pay for education of their children 
often did not favor public education for all the children. Public 
sentiment favored public education for indigent children, but not 
for children of wealthy families. This placed a stigma on public 
education that hindered efforts toward establishing a stable pat­
tern of financing schools. The first public school in Louisiana 
was established by the Spanish regime in New Orleans in 1771, in 
the hope that a public school system might assist in reconciling 
the French people to Spanish rule. However, the plan failed; and 
people continued to rely upon parochial schools, the use of tutors,
and the apprenticeship system throughout the colonial period in 
educating their children.2
Plans and methods for establishinq schools. In 1803, a new 
pattern for financing education was advocated by governmental 
leaders. Governor William C. C. Claiborne presented a plan for 
free public schools to the Territorial Legislature. He advocated 
the establishment of a school in New Orleans and one academy in 
each parish, support for the system to come from a lottery 
franchise. * It was customary throughout the country during this 
period to use lotteries to raise funds for various governmental 
purposes. Schools and churches frequently used the lottery to 
raise needed money. Under the leadership of Julien Povdras of 
Pointe Coupee Parish, a member of the Legislature and an enthusi­
astic advocate of public education, three schools were established 
out of his own private funds. ^
During the early 1 8 0 0 * the State made its initial 
effort in support of education by appropriating funds for
‘' E . B. Robert, "Highlights of Progress in Public Education 
in Louisiana," Public Education in Louisiana, Proceedings of the 
Centennial Symposium, Louisiana State University, April 8, 1960 
(Baton Rouge: Bureau of Educational Materials and Research,
Louisiana State University, 1960), pp. 7-8.
3
Joel L. Fletcher, Louisiana Education Si nee Colonial Days 
(Lafayette: Southwestern Louisiana Institute, 1938), pp. 2-3.
4
Thomas H. Harris, The Story of Publie Education in Louisiana 
(New Orleans: Delgado Trade School, 1924), pp. 4-5.
9a public school system. State funds were allowed each parish for 
the purpose of purchasing school buildings and this type of state 
aid for public education was used for financing schools.^
The General School Act of 1821 established the method by 
which this new state aid was to be distributed to school systems.
The State appropriated $800.OO to each parish that maintained at 
least one public school for a minimum of three months. Local school 
agencies were to be guided by the needs of various schools in the 
distribution of school funds. The State would appropriate $800.00 
for a schoolhouse if a parish had no schoolhouse. Police juries 
were empowered to appropriate as much as $1,000.00 annually for 
school support. These funds were allocated for purposes of furnish­
ing free tuition and textbooks to indigent pupils. For all prac­
tical purposes, the local areas did not avail themselves of this 
source of revenue for support of a public school system.
A new method of distributing state aid to local school 
systems was established by the General School Act of 1833. State 
support for.public schools was set at $4.00 a month for each child 
enrolled in schools of ten pupils or under, $3.00 per pupil in 
schools enrolling ten to twenty, and $2.50 when the enrollment 
exceeded twenty pupils. This method of distributing funds placed 
the emphasis upon the number of children enrolled in school as the 
basis for allocating school funds. In 1847, the Louisiana Legis­
lature changed the basis of distributing from the number of children
5Ibid.
^ I b i d ., p . 6.
10
enrolled to the number of educables between the ages of six to 
sixteen. Also, the state school tax was fixed at one mill on the 
state property assessment. A poll tax was levied as a source of 
funds for public schools.7 Up to this time, very little financial 
support had been given locally for public education. In 1826, 
Congress granted for the use of schools the sixteenth section of 
every township of land in the State.®
A new pattern of financing public education was thus estab­
lished. Sources of revenue available for schools thus included 
state aid from property taxes, poll taxes, and proceeds from school 
lands granted by the federal government. This step marked the 
beginning of public support of education through governmental 
agencies. Previously, the pattern of school support was through 
private and religious groups. School funds were spent for general 
educational expenses. The State did not list special items for 
allocation of funds.
Generally, this pattern for financing public education as 
established during the 1830’s and 1840’s was followed in providing 
educational funds until the Legislature passed Acts pertaining to 
education in 1869, requiring each parish to support at least one 
school for a minimum session of twenty-four weeks. The State levied 
a two-mill tax to be distributed on the basis of the number of edu­
cables, ages six to twenty-one. Parish school boards were required
7Ibid., pp. 6-11.
®Fay, o£. c i t ., p. 69.
to distribute funds to the districts on the same basis. Police 
juries were allowed to levy up to two mills for school support, and 
electors in school districts could levy a maximum of three additional 
mills.9 These provisions of the Legislature placed greater emphasis 
upon local financing of schools. Bach local governmental agency 
was allowed to levy taxes for public education. However, the general 
practice was that police juries and school boards would not levy 
taxes for schools. In those parishes where governmental agencies 
levied taxes, very little of the proceeds was ever used for the sup­
port of public education. Most of the funds made their way into the 
activities of the political machinery of reconstruction, a factor 
that greatly hindered the establishment of a program of financing 
public education.
Provisions of the Constitut ion of 1B79. The Constitution 
of 187910 provided little change in the method of financing public 
education. Changes that were made included setting aside proceeds 
from vacant estates for public schools, and provided that no public 
funds could be used for support of private institutions. Provisions 
were made for voting special school taxes for building school facil­
ities. The provision not allowing public funds to aid private
^ Ibid., p. 27.
*®Constitution of the State of Louisiana, As Amended April 22, 
1884, Article 57, Section 16, and Article 233, Sections 1-5 (Baton 
Rouge: Advocate, 1884), pp. 50, 60, 80.
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institutions could be considered a major change in the pattern of 
supporting education. Prior to the enactment of this governmental 
provision, State aid had been utilized in supporting private school 
groups. Private schools were the predominant school machinery; it 
was considered more effective to use State funds to grant aid to 
these groups than to establish a public school system.
An important provision in the 1879 Constitution was the 
recognition of the debt due public schools for proceeds from pre­
vious sales of sixteenth-section school lands. The debt was fixed 
at $1,130,867.51, and was to draw four per cent interest annually. 
The State had previously canceled the debt and spent the funds for 
other purposes. The 1879 Constitution restored this previous source 
of revenue for public school purposes.
Provisions of the Constitution of 1898. An important turning 
point in the pattern of financing public education came in the 
Constitution of 1898. The new provisions granted authority to vote 
special school taxes for maintenance and school buildings;
. . . that for giving additional support to public schools, 
and for the purpose of erecting and constructing public build­
ings, public school houses, . . . the title to which shall lie 
in the public, any parish, municipal corporation, ward or school 
district may levy a special tax in excess of said limitation, 
whenever the rate of such increase and the number of years it 
is to be levied and the purpose or purposes for which the tax 
is intended, shall have been submitted to a vote of property 
taxpayers of such parish, municipality, ward or school district 
entitled to vote under the election laws of the state, and a
13
majority of the same in number, and in value voting at such 
election, shall have voted therefor.H
Previous laws allowing special taxes for buildings were not effec­
tive because there was no authority for funding such taxes into 
bonds. Also, no provisions were made for raising funds to maintain 
the schools after they were built. The Constitutional provision 
of 1898 allowing the people to vote funds to build and maintain 
public schools established an important pattern for financing public 
education, giving the people authority to build a public school 
system as they chose to in each local area.
Another provision of the 1896 Constitution levied a poll tax 
of $1.00 on all males between the ages of twenty-one and sixty and 
dedicated the proceeds to public education in the parish in which 
it was collected. General sources of revenue designated for the 
State school funds included the following: (1) not less than one
and one-fourth mills on the assessed value of property; (2) 
interest on the proceeds from sale of public lands; and (3) 
receipts from land and other property bequeathed for public educa­
tion. The method for distributing State funds for public schools 
continued to be distributed on the basis of the number of educables 
in each parish. In 1898 the Legislature passed an Act providing 
that "the assessors of all parishes shall make an enumeration of
Constitution of the State of Louisiana, Adopted May 12, 
1898, Articles 248-261 (New Orleans: H. J. Hearsey, 1898),
pp. 65-67.
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all educable children of the State before July 1, 1899 and every
12four years thereafter." The law was changed later, placing 
responsibility for enumerating the educables on the parish school 
boards instead of the assessors. This action improved the method 
of distributing school funds for school boards, which were more 
interested in keeping a current count of educables than were 
assessors.
This new pattern of supporting schools by special taxes on 
a district basis provided the machinery for improving public educa­
tion in each individual school district. People in each district 
were granted the right to vote taxes on themselves to support 
schools. However, some local districts had very little property 
assessments and a large number of educables. Other districts had 
large property assessments and a small number of educables. Thus, 
some districts could support good schools, while others could do 
very little toward supporting an adequate public school system. In 
an attempt to alleviate this condition the Legislature passed 
Act 214 of 1912 making the parish the unit for administering schools, 
thus allowing school boards to spend funds within the parish where 
they would accomplish the most for education.
During the early years of public school development, the dis­
trict plan of raising special school taxes was used because public
^ A c t  No. 129 of the 1898 Regular Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature.
l^Act No. 214 of the 1912 Regular Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature.
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sentiment at that time would not support the proposition to raise 
school funds on a parishwide b a s i s . I n  1912 the parish became 
the unit of school administration for distributing funds and parish- 
wide plans were utilized for supporting educational systems. A 
parishwide school unit required all property owners in a parish to 
contribute to the support of the schools in proportion to the value 
of their property, and it made possible the establishment of schools 
for all communities in the parish irrespective of the wealth of the 
community.
Provisions of the Constitution of 1921. The Constitution 
of 1921 contained provisions for establishing, financing, and admin­
istering public education. Methods for financing schools were 
basically the same as in the past. Legislative Act No. 100 of 1922 
was passed to implement provisions of the 1921 Constitution.^
An important provision of Act 100 was the dedication of school 
funds by the Constitution. School authorities could anticipate 
receiving the designated State and parish school funds and thus 
plan accordingly. This provision prevented governmental agencies 
from diverting school funds to other purposes. Additional funds 
were provided through bond issues and special maintenance taxes 
voted by the people. These funds also became permanent sources of 
revenue for schools for the period for which they were voted.
14Harris, op. ci t . , p. 92.
*^Act No. 10O of the 1922 Regular Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature.
16
These provisions for school funds written into the Constitution and 
legislative Acts provided a financial pattern for supporting public 
education. Permanent school funds may be of assistance to school 
authorities in making plans for operating a public school system.
Trends in school financing. During the 1920's, a new move* 
ment in school financing based on the equalization principle began 
to receive attention in Louisiana. School authorities saw the possi- 
bility of increased revenues, with the State playing a larger role 
in financing public education. For several years, school groups 
had pointed out the need for additional revenue and a more equitable 
basis for the distribution of funds. The need of educational serv­
ices and facilities had grown to the point that local systems could 
no longer finance adequate school programs. The local school system's 
inability to meet the growing needs was due primarily to limitations 
placed on tax sources by law and the lack of wealth in many parishes.
The trend toward greater State participation had its begin­
ning when local people began to recognize the unequal distribution 
of resources throughout the State. If there were to be public edu­
cation for all youth, then taxes had to be collected and distributed 
on a State-wide basis. In order to utilize this increased State 
aid for schools most effectively, it was necessary to formulate a 
plan that would provide for schools in all areas. With increased 
State aid and opportunity of providing public education for all 
youth, attention was focused upon developing a financial program 
that would include the principle of equalization.
As early as 1921, Louisiana authorities were advocating a 
more equitable plan for distributing school funds. They felt that 
the most just and equitable means of providing a reasonable portion 
of the educational funds was through State taxation, which required 
all property to support education in proportion to its value. In 
the 1922-21 annual report, the State Superintendent recommended 
that the State Board of Education distribute annually as much as 
$200,non of State aid to the parishes which had practically no 
wealth but large numbers of children.16
During the next several years, efforts were made toward 
increasing State funds for schools. Also, greater attention was 
being devoted to a new plan for distributing school funds. The 
guiding principle followed during these efforts was that parishes 
having little wealth should be enabled by State aid to maintain 
good schools at local tax rates as low as those in the richer 
parishes. It was insisted that methods of distributing State 
funds were inequitable and placed a premium upon educational in­
activity and penalized educational effort. In the 1926-27 annual 
report, the State Superintendent of Education reported on inequitie 
in the method of distributing State funds. State funds received 
by one parish amounted to $31.72 for each child in average attend­
ance, while another parish which reached practically lOO per cent
Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual Report for 
the Session 1922-23 {Baton Rouge: Ramires Jones Printing Company,
1924), pp. 14-15.
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of its children with school facilities, received only $9.74 per 
child in attendance.17 Thus, one parish must raise locally $21.98 
for each child in attendance in order to place its school funds on 
a parity with State funds received by another parish.
School funds were still being distributed on the basis of 
number of educables in each parish. In theory, this method was to 
equalize educational opportunities and to pay into each parish the 
same amount for each pupil in attendance. To accomplish this pur­
pose, the proportion of educable children attending school and the 
cost of operation per pupil must be equal in all parishes. Neither 
of these conditions actually existed in the parish school systems 
under that plan. Thus, school funds were not being distributed on 
an equitable basis. The apportionment of State funds on the basis 
of educable children was not closely related to educational effort 
and local school costs. Teachers and school administrators recog­
nized the need for improving finance programs to correct existing 
conditions in local parishes. In 1928, the Louisiana Teachers 
Association adopted the following resolution in reference to support 
for schools.
Whereas, on account of the inequality in the distribution 
of wealth among the several parishes of the state and the 
relatively small amount of wealth in certain parishes when 
measured on a per capita basis, the most liberal efforts on 
the part of the people have, in many cases, failed to provide
^Louisiana State Department of Education, Annua1 Report for 
the Session 1926-27 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Department of
Education, 1928), p. 6.
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adequate school facilities through local taxation; therefore, 
be it Resolved, that this Association advocate the creation of 
a special fund for the purposes of equalizing educational 
opportunity throughout the state.
Reasons for establishing a State equalization fund. Dr.
John M. F o o t e , a  member of the State Department of Education, 
issued a bulletin in 1929 discussing reasons for a State equaliza­
tion fund for public schools, in which he argued that educational 
progress in one-half the parishes of the State depended upon two 
conditions; namely, (1) a special State school fund to aid parishes 
with inadequate resources, and (2) the distribution of school funds 
based on need compared with support. The need for additional State 
aid was continuously brought to the attention of the general public 
and the State Legislature. Conditions were changing rapidly to 
bring longer school sessions, better qualified teachers, and in­
creased school population. These changes in the educational program 
were accompanied by changes in the ability of parishes to support 
education. Some parishes were gaining in assessment values while 
others were actually losing.
Since the existing method of distributing State aid was in 
the State Constitution, it was proposed that the Legislature create
*®Loui siana Teacher Association, "Resolutions," Louisiana 
Teacher Association Journal, 6:13, January, 1928.
l^John M. Foote, A State Equalizing Fund for Public Educat ion, 
Louisiana State Department of Education, Bulletin No. 166 (Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State Department of Education, 1929), pp. 7, 38, 50.
an additional fund to be known as the Equalizing Fund to help equal­
ize the educational programs among parishes. It was pointed out 
that there existed substantial differences in the educational load 
among school systems, a lesser load in urban parishes, heavier in 
rural parishes. For every 100 of population, the rural parishes 
must provide school facilities for 61.4 children compared with 22.8 
children for every 100 of population in urban parishes. Such 
variations in educational load, along with differences in ability 
to support schools, emphasized the need for developing more equi­
table means of finaneihg'pub lie education. The remedy, it was 
advocated, lay in the establishment of a State Equalizing Fund.
Changes in economic conditions were at work to affect un­
evenly the ability of local school systems to support education.
These included development of industrial centers in the urban dis­
tricts, exploitation of the mineral wealth in some sections, the 
removal of timber from vast areas in other sections, and depression 
in agriculture crops in the rural parishes. Using the assessed 
valuation per child as the accepted measure in determining local 
ability to support schools, it was reported that some parishes were 
five times more able to support schools than some others. Foote 
reported in his study that eighteen parishes gained nearly $300,000,000 
in assessment from 1920 to 1928, while forty-six parishes lost nearly 
$260,000,000 in the same period, with most of the gain in six of 
the wealthy parishes. The loss was among parishes less able to 
support education.
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Assessment value among parishes ranged from $2,292,962 to 
$620,736,297 in 1928. The number of mills necessary for the same 
level of school support was 33.3 in the parishes with two million 
dollar assessment and only 3.5 in the parishes with the six hundred 
million dollar assessment. These figures illustrate differences 
in the tax rate required to support an even level of public educa­
tion with local support as the primary source. School districts 
with a large assessment ratio per child could provide a much better 
educational program with less millage than systems with the low 
assessment value per child.
In this 1920-1928 period, most of the school funds were pro­
vided at the local level. The State provided funds on a limited 
basis and for special purposes. Responsibility for public education 
was felt to be largely a local matter. If people wanted good schools, 
it was left to them to vote the necessary taxes to establish and 
operate them. In 1926 the State provided only approximately 25 
per cent of the total funds available for schools. This level of 
school support continued, with local systems furnishing the major 
part of financial assistance to schools until the establishment of 
the equalization theory of school support brought a change in school 
support, with an increased proportion of the total school funds 
coming from the State level.
Legal provisions for establishing the principle of equali­
zation in school support. The Legislature accepted the principle 
of equalization of school facilities among the parishes when the
malt tax law was enacted in 1928, providing that the revenue should 
be used by the State Board of Education to assist the weaker par­
ishes.20 Annual receipts from this source were too small to warrant 
any attempt at equalization. Even though funds were too limited to 
be used for equalization purposes, the principle did establish the 
beginning for some method of distributing State funds on an equali­
zation basis. Once the equalization principle had been incorporated 
into law, then it was only necessary to secure adequate funds for 
carrying out the law. School officials had contended for years for 
a special fund to assist parishes with low assessments, who were 
unable to provide adequate facilities without imposing excessive 
tax rates. These efforts to implement a school support program 
based upon the equalization principle bore fruit in the 1930 legis­
lative session.
At a special session 1930, the Legislature adopted two con­
stitutional amendments of far-reaching importance to the public 
school movement. Act No. 1 of this session provided for a one cent 
per gallon tax on the sale of gasoline, one-half allocated for the 
support of public schools, with the State Board of Education to 
receive the funds and adopt a plan for distribution to local school 
systems. Funds received from this source of revenue amounted to 
approximately one million dollars a year.21
20Act No. 4 of the 1928 Extra Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature.
2 1Act No. 1 of the 1930 Extra Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature.
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Act No. 6 of the same session was a joint resolution providing 
for a constitutional amendment establishing sources of revenue for 
public school funds.22 These funds were to be derived from the fol­
lowing: (1) a poll tax to support schools in each parish where it
was collected; (2) interest on the proceeds of lands granted by the 
federal government; (3) funds from State lands not designated for 
other purposes; and (4) a two and one-half mill tax on property and 
a portion of the severance tax, up to twelve dollars per child. If 
this property tax and severance tax should not provide the twelve 
dollars per child, the Legislature was to appropriate enough funds 
to carry out the provisions of the law, which specified also that 
as much as two dollars per educable was to be assigned to a state 
equalizing fund, to be distributed by the State Board of Education 
to equalize public school facilities in all parishes. In the State 
election, both constitutional amendments providing a tax for school 
support and an equalizing fund passed by large majorities by vote 
.of the people. This action gave school authorities the machinery 
for improving public school facilities. It also showed that the 
people were willing to furnish financial support for public educa­
tion for all children of the State.
Act Nos. 1 and 6 of the 1930 legislative session provided 
for placing taxes for school support and the method of distributing
22Act No. 6 of the 1930 Extra Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature.
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funds in the State Constitution. Based on these legislative Acts 
a permanent basis was established for supplying financial aid to 
local school systems. State aid was not now entirely contingent 
upon legislative action at each session of the Legislature. The 
State for the first time guaranteed a minimum school fund for public 
school support. In establishing a minimum support program, the 
State was providing for education facilities for all children of 
the State.23
After the adoption of the constitutional amendment estab­
lishing the equalization fund, it was necessary for the State Board 
of Education to devise a plan for distributing the Equalization 
Fund. Dr. John M. Foote of the State Department of Education was 
assigned to develop a plan for distributing Louisiana's first Equal­
ization Fund. Dr. Foote presented a plan to the State Board of 
Education for distributing the Equalization Fund, and it was adopted 
at the December, 1930 meeting.
Agencies supporting education. Agencies outside the State 
also assisted in the support of public education for the people of 
Louisiana during this period. Funds were received from the follow­
ing agencies: (1) General Education Board in New York for aid in
developing elementary schools; (2) Rosenwald Fund to assist in 
developing Negro schools; (3) Slater Fund for general support of 




for Negro education; (5) Peabody Fund to assist in teacher training; 
and (6) federal aid to establish a program of vocational education. 
These special funds, the first five of them from private foundations, 
played important roles in helping to establish and maintain partic­
ular phases of education. As State and local support became more 
adequate, these special funds gradually ceased to play a major role 
in supporting the public school system of Louisiana.
Factors affecting school finance programs
While basic patterns of financing public schools in Louisiana 
were being established, various factors affecting school support 
were crystalized. These factors were as follows: (1) growth in
school population; (2) rising costs of school items; (3) new and 
expanding school programs; (4) limitations on local tax structure;
(5) distribution of tax revenue; and (6) school administrative 
organizat ions.
Growth in school population. During the early development 
of schools, the school population was very limited, due primarily 
to sparse population and to the fact that many people preferred to 
send their children to private or religious schools. However, as the 
population increased and the attitude toward public schools became 
more favorable, the schools witnessed a steady growth in enrollment. 
From 1880 to 1903, the school enrollment increased by 284.33 per cent. 
The next twenty-five years brought an increase of 120.39 per cent 
in school enrollments. From 1925 to 1963, public school enrollments
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increased by 187.70 per cent. These percentages portray a tremen­
dous growth rate in school population, with its accompanying demands 
for increased financial support for schools.
An important element in the growth of school population was 
the compulsory school attendance laws. The State's early attempts 
to require children to attend school are found in the special at­
tendance laws of 1910, 1914, and 1916. School attendance laws were 
not very effective until after^passage of the 1916 law. Compulsory 
attendance laws have undergone revisions, repeal, and then re-enact­
ment. At present, an attendance law is in effect which specifies 
prescribed conditions regarding children attending school.
Another factor in increasing enrollments is the longer staying-
in-school time for most children. The school's greater holding
power for students increases enrollments and thus increases the need
for additional funds to meet added costs. For example, in 1912 the
high school enrollment in the State was only eight per cent of total
24enrollment; by 1925 it had risen to sixteen per cent.
As funds increased, school systems improved the educational 
program, and this improvement in turn became an important factor in 
improving the holding power of schools. An increasingly larger 
percentage of the school population is staying in school and grad­
uating. This constant increase in school population and the improved
n  A
John M. Foote, Twenty-Kive Years of Public Education in 
Louisiana, 1900-1925 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Department of
Education, 1925), p. 7.
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holding power of schools creates demands for increased financial 
support. Trends in school population thus become a major factor in 
developing an adequate and equitable financial program for a school 
system.
Increases in school costs« Another basic factor affecting 
school financial support is the constant increase in costs of edu­
cational programs. During the early stages of public education, 
costs were low compared to present-day expenditures. This was 
primarily due to the limited educational program provided students. 
School buildings were simply constructed with limited furnishings; 
whereas, today buildings are designed by licensed architects and 
constructed with the most modern materials. Schools contain fur­
nishings well adapted to contribute to the educational program of 
students. Special equipment is required for many of the educational 
programs. All these factors enter into the expanding costs of edu­
cation for all children of the State.
A study of public education in Louisiana from 1900 to 1925 
by Dr. John M. Foote found that the practice of erecting numerous 
small cheap frame buildings was supplanted by a program for better 
designed and equipped buildings. Value of all school property in­
creased from $2,150,000 in 1900 to $40,799,000 in 1925.25 By 1963 




$632,056,232.26 Increased school costs resulting from improvements 
in physical plants and equipment thus has become an important factor 
in formulating methods of raising and distributing funds for finan­
cing school systems.
Length of school terms increased, causing school costs to 
rise. School terms have increased to the present nine months' 
session, or 180 days. As our society progressed, need for more 
education was expressed. Longer school terms were necessary in 
order to provide the desired school program. School systems were 
expanded to provide both elementary and secondary education. This 
extension of schools into secondary education brought additional 
demands for more public tax money for educational purposes.
Additional school personnel were added as a result of in­
creasing school terms and this extension of the system upward 
through high school. School costs continued to rise as a result 
of the increase in school personnel, and professional improvement 
of the teaching staff. As the standard of living increased, sal­
aries of school personnel needed to be increased. Since salaries 
for personnel usually make up the largest part of a school system's 
budget, the proportion of the budget allotted to salaries greatly 
affects school finance programs. During the early developmental 
stages of public education, school personnel consisted mainly of
^^Louisiana State Department of Education, One Hundred Four­
teenth Annual Report for the Session 1962-63, Bulletin No. 1005 
(Baton Rouge: Moran's Publishing Company, 1963), p. 371.
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the teaching staff. As the system expanded, additional personnel 
were added in categories other than teaching, such as administrative, 
clerical, and maintenance personnel.
New and expanding school programs. As school enrollments 
increased and better facilities were provided, demands were made 
for new programs and expanding old ones. An expanding curriculum 
was necessary to meet the needs created by the changing social and 
economic conditions. As a result, in the 1962-63 school year, a p ­
proximately seventy-six individual subjects representing 125.15 
credit units were offered in the public secondary schools of the 
State.27
This expanded school program included such areas as physical 
education, club activities, and vocational courses, in addition to 
the conventional program of basic academic subjects. Other programs 
emerged, some of them auxiliary to teaching and learning, and they 
affect financial support. These include school lunch programs, 
textbooks and materials of instruction, and transportation programs. 
Over the years, these have been greatly expanded and now require 
substantial sums of money for their support. School authorities 
were forced to search for new sources of revenue and for equitable 
methods of distributing funds in order to include all these added 
services in the program.
27
Louisiana State Department of Education, Courses Offered 
Public Secondary Schools in Louisiana, Bulletin No. 1015 (Baton 
Rouge: Moran's Publishing Company, 1964), p. 21.
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Limitations on local tax structure. Increased school popu­
lation, expanding educational programs, and rising school costs thus 
all added to the problem of securing adequate revenue for schools.
The major part of school support came from local sources of revenue. 
Limitations were placed on local tax structure by the State Legis­
lature. School systems had to seek funds within the tax structure 
set up at the State level. Most of the funds provided for schools 
came from property taxes. The number of mills that could be voted 
was limited by law. If local people desired to vote additional 
funds, limitations had to be removed by law before it could be done.
In many areas, because of limited property assessments, the maximum 
mills allowed did not provide sufficient funds to maintain the 
schools properly.
Changes in limitations on local taxes had to be made through 
governmental processes. This method usually takes considerable time 
to initiate and process. These factors must be considered in devel­
oping financial plans for operating public schools. Tax limitations 
applied to all areas throughout the State. Each local community 
could not vote to change the limit and secure additional funds. The 
change had to be made by State rather than by local government. 
Consequently, public opinion throughout the State had to be favor­
able in order to secure changes in limitations on local tax structure.
Distribution of tax revenue. Distribution of tax revenue 
among school systems was a factor affecting financial support of
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schools. Most of the State's wealth was concentrated in a few 
centers of the State. In many parishes, there was very little prop­
erty value to be taxed, and, thus, a limited source of revenue for 
public schools. Many parishes with the least amount of property 
value had large numbers of children to educate. Since the greatest 
amount of school revenues was raised locally, parishes with limited 
property value could not raise sufficient funds for schools. Tax 
revenues and school population were not evenly distributed among 
parishes. Some parishes could support good schools while others 
could support limited school facilities.
School administ rative organization. School administrative 
organization and authority for levying taxes have been developed to 
meet changing needs of public schools. Prior to 1821, very limited 
provisions were made for school administrative organization. The 
General School Act of 1821 provided for police juries to appoint 
five landowners as school board members. The school boards were 
to establish public schools and distribute school funds based on 
needs. In 1847, the law was changed to provide for parish superin- 
tendents and to divide parishes into districts.
During the 1840's, the local school district became the unit 
of public school administration. Special maintenance taxes were 
voted by districts to build and maintain public schools. Some
28
Harris, o£. c i t . , pp. 6-10.
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administrative organization on a district basis resulted in school 
taxes being levied separately in each district. Taxing authority 
on a district basis allowed each school district to establish 
school facilities in accordance with the wishes of the local 
people.29
Today there are sixty-seven parish and city school boards 
in Louisiana created by the State Legislature from authority granted 
by the State Constitution. These school boards have been granted 
authority to levy taxes within limitations for public school support, 
The two main governmental agencies having authority to levy taxes 
for schools are the State Legislature and local parish school boards, 
Police juries also have authority to provide financial support for 
public schools.
Principles of equalization
During the development of public schools. Cubberley wrote:
The first important step in the provision of educational 
advantage for the children of a State has been taken when the 
people of that State come to recognize a broad and general 
responsibility for the education of all the children of the 
State, rather than for portions of them here and there. This 
recognition of responsibility is evidenced by the establish­
ment of large area taxing units and a wide pooling of mainte­
nance costs. These mark attempts to equalize in some impor­
tant degree, the burdens of support for what is conceived to 
be for the common good of all. I*1
2^ . . Ibi d.
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Elwood P. Cubberley, State School Admini stration (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1027), p. 450.
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The principle of increased school support from the State level re­
gardless of purpose was not easily implemented. Johns and Morphet 
quote Horace Mann's views on the distribution of school funds as 
follows:
I conclude, therefore, that every philanthropic and Christian 
view which we can take of the question -- how shall our educa­
tional resources be distributed? -- points to a distribution of 
them which shall afford, as nearly as possible, an equality of 
advantages for all the districts in the town. If the districts 
differ greatly in point of wealth, why should the tax money 
received from each, be handed back to it as soon as collected?^*
Such statements emphasize the attention being given to the 
necessity for changes in the sources and distribution of school 
support to meet educational needs. The two major problems in edu­
cational financing were the inability of local systems to meet 
school costs and the unequal distribution of wealth among local 
school districts. To overcome these, it was necessary to make 
changes in the sources of revenue and in the method of distributing 
the revenues to school systems within the State.
Early studies in the distribution of school funds. The 
first major study in State distribution of school funds was made by 
Cubberley in 1905, in which he found that large numbers of children 
were deprived of the opportunity to receive adequate education 
because local school units were unable to support an adequate school 
program. Cubberley advocated distributing State school funds to
R. L. Johns and Edgar L. Morphet, Financing The Public 
Schools (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Incorporated,
1960), p. 235.
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local districts on the basis of "payment for effort." This became 
the first established principle of equalization utilized by school 
authorities for State aid programs.^2
As additional studies were made, it was determined that the 
principle of "payment for effort" actually shifted the tax burden 
to less able districts, and that school districts with limited 
resources were able to participate only in a limited way. Since 
wealthier districts were able to make a greater effort in support­
ing schools, they were in a position to receive additional State 
aid. This principle of equalization was generally accepted for 
State aid programs until studies in 1921-192 1 made additional data 
available on financing education. These studies advocated an 
equalization principle that placed the tax burden on the districts 
financially able to pay.
In 1921, Strayer and Haig through their studies on educa­
tional finance showed the ineon sistency between reward for effort 
and the principle of equalization. Based upon these studies, Strayer 
and Haig expressed the principle of equalization in the following 
terms:
(1) To establish schools for furnishing equal educational 
opportunity up to some prescribed minimum for all 
children in the State
(2) To raise funds necessary for this purpose as to bear 
upon the people in all localities at the same rate in 
relation to their taxpaying ability
Elwood P. Cubberley, School Funds and Thei r Apportionmen t 
(New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia 
University, 1906), p. 17.
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(3) To provide adequately for supervision and control of 
all the schools^
Based upon this principle of equalization, school finance programs
were developed around the theory of equal educational opportunity.
In order to accomplish this principle, it became necessary for the
State to play a larger role in school financing. The best method
for achieving this principle of equalization was through uniform
State-wide taxes based upon ability to pay. This principle implied
that State support must be relatively greater in the poorer school
districts and proportionately less in the wealthier school districts.
State and local governments apparently needed to join together in
an effort to furnish a more equitable school finance program.
The theory of need and ability to pay was thus applied to 
the principle of equalization. Schools were to receive funds based 
upon needs and contribute to the educational program in accordance 
with their ability to pay. It became necessary to establish stand­
ards to determine basic education programs'and the extent to which 
local systems were able to support these programs. The equalization 
program came to involve three principal steps: (1) establishing
the cost of the desired minimum school program by the State; (2) 
determining the amount of local support in relation to ability to 
pay; and (3) providing the difference between the local support
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George D. Strayer and Robert M. Haig, Financing Education 
in the State of New Y o r k , A Report Prepared under the Auspices of 
The American Council on Education (New York: The MacMillan Company,
1923), p. 174.
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based upon the district's ability to pay and the cost of the minimum 
program.
Using the basic principles of equalization as established 
by Strayer and Haig, states developed finance programs for support­
ing public schools. Many revisions have been made in methods of 
distributing school funds to meet existing needs. However, basically 
the equalization principle of collecting funds from where the wealth 
is and distributing them to districts over the State according to 
need still forms the basis for formulating school financial plans.
The goal is to guarantee every child a minimum educational program 
without regard to where he lives or the wealth of the area. The 
principle of equalization was to guarantee a minimum program for 
all, but with the local district free to go beyond this according 
to local resources.
Guidelines for distr ibut ion of school funds. In 1963, George 
D, Strayer, Jr., made a nationwide survey of State and local school 
finance, conducted through the cooperation of local chapters of the 
Phi Delta Kappa. Based upon information gathered, Strayer compiled 
the following guidelines for State distribution of school funds:
1. A foundation program should incorporate the local-state 
partnership of financing education for every child.
2. The foundation program should be broadly defined by law 
in terms of educational standards interpreted in terms 
of cost.
3. The extent of the foundation program should be determined 
by means of an objective and easily comprehended formula 
for measuring educational need.
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4. The cost of the foundation progran should embrace all 
educational services from kindergarten through twelfth 
grade.
5. A satisfactory basis should be established for measuring 
local financial ability to support a foundation program.
6. The State's share in financing the program should be the 
difference between the cost of the program and the avail­
able local resources after application of the mandatory 
local tax rate.
7. The mandatory local tax rate should be low enough to give 
all or nearly all districts a share of equalization aid.
8. The mandatory tax rate should be low enough so that all
districts will have some tax "leeway" to pay for new and 
experimental programs without levying excessive tax rates.
9. The foundation program should be based on attendance for
the current year rather than the prior year.^*
The first Equalization Formula in Louisiana
Louisiana's first Equalization Formula dealt with the fol­
lowing elements: (1) providing for the maintenance of a minimum
educational program in all parishes, (2) determining the cost of 
the minimum educational program, (3) finding the support received 
from regular State and parish sources, and (4) distributing the fund 
to those parishes whose support falls below the cost of the program. 
Additional funds were thus provided to pay the difference between 
the cost of the minimum program and the support of the program.
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The minimum educational program was made up of three factors: in­
struction (teachers) in schools, transportation of pupils, and other 
services of current operation.
Cost elements of the first Equalization Formula. The cost 
of the minimum program was determined by applying the following 
allowances to all parishes: (1) $800 per year for white teachers
for a nine-month session, (2/ $300 for Negro teachers for a six- 
month session, (3) $10 per pupil in average daily attendance trans­
ported, and (4) $2 per pupil of average attendance, both white and 
Negro, for other costs of current operation. A schedule of pupil- 
teacher ratios prevailing in schools of different sizes in the State 
was used to determine the number of teachers to be allotted. These 
teacher allotments were computed for each school in the parish, 
rather than on a parish-wide basis.
Support elements of the first Equalizat ion F ormula. Finan­
cial support for the minimum program credited to each parish in­
cluded funds received from the State Current School Fund, other 
minor items from State sources, the parish constitutional three-mill 
tax, and any other small items from parish sources. Only funds from
3 3John M. Foote, Plan for Distributing the State Equalization 
Fund of One Million Dollars, Louisiana State Department of Education, 
Bulletin No. 192 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Department of Educa­
tion, 1931), pp. 15-16.
^ I b i d . , pp. 17-18.
39
regular and statutory sources were included in the support program. 
When the support for a parish was less than the cost of the minimum 
program, the parish received the difference from the Equalization 
Fund. When support of the program was greater than the cost pro­
gram, the parish would not receive funds from the Equalization 
Fund.37
Requirements for participation in the Equalizat ion F u n d . In 
order that the intent and purpose of the Equalization Fund might be 
fully realized, the participating parishes were expected to comply 
with the following conditions:
1. All teachers employed must hold valid certificates issued 
by the State Department of Education authorizing their 
employment in Louisiana schools.
2. Reports must be submitted annually to the State Depart­
ment of Education showing the data upon which the tabu­
lations for the distribution of the Equalization Fund 
are based.
3. A copy of annual budget must be submitted to the 
Department of Education. In the event the budget of 
any parish fails to meet the requirements of the plan 
for equalization, the State Board of Education may 
require changes be made to conform with Equalization 
p l a n .
4. The State Superintendent must examine and report upon 
school facilities maintained.
5. The State Board of Education may withhold Equalization 




6. The Equalization Fund was to be distributed quarterly 
during the year.-*®
Louisiana's first Equalization Fund was distributed during the 
1930-31 school year, with thirty-five parishes participating in 
the funds. The cost of the miniaura program for these parishes ex­
ceeded the support program, and they received $1,021,918 fron the 
Equalization F u n d . *9
Modifications in the Equalization Formula
During the 1930's, because of the depressed economic con­
ditions, support for schools was declining instead of increasing 
as needed. The major support for public schools came from the 
property tax. Property assessments were declining, and land was 
being adjudicated to the State for non-payment of taxes. Many 
people were unable to pay their taxes when due. All this had a 
serious effect upon the finances of public education, causing many 
school systems to operate for shortened terms of four to eight 
months. In many parishes special maintenance taxes had expired; 
and the voters refused to renew the taxes because they were unable 
to pay them. In an effort to find solutions to the problems of 
school finances and tax revenues, the State Legislature appointed 
a Tax Reform Commission. Functioning with the assistance of the
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State Department of Education, this Commission made extensive 
studies and recommended certain solutions to the Legislature.
Establi shment of a State publi c school fund. As a result 
of these recommendations, the IQ 34 Legislature made important changes 
in school financing. Acts No. 75 and 76 paved the way for changes 
in the Constitution relating to school finances.4'1 One provision 
required the Legislature to provide by an appropriate tax levy a 
minimum State Public School Fund of not less than ten million 
dollars per year, three-fourths to be distributed to parish school 
boards on the proportion of the number of educable children in th^ 
parish to the number in the State. The other one-fourth of the 
fund was to be distributed to the parish school boards on the basis 
of equalization, Tnis provision was do tinned to provide a minimum 
educational program in all parishes.
State funds allocated to the public school fund came from a 
two and one-half mill ad valorem State-wide tax. portion-, of the 
severance tax fund, and proceeds from the gasoline tax. Special 
provisions relating to local funds were included in legislative 
Acts. Local funds for support of the Equalization Fund were re­
ceived from a three-mill property tax.4 * In addition to the above 
provisions regarding public school funds, the Legislature also
40





created a Property Tax Relief Fund. State taxes were placed in 
this fund to provide additional school funds and to reimburse local 
governmental units for revenue lost because of enactment of the 
homestead exemption law, which exempted from taxes the taxpayer's 
homestead up to two thousand dollars. The State paid the taxes 
assessed on this property, thereby relieving the property owner, 
a process of shifting a part of the local tax burden to the State 
level.42
The 1934-35 changes in the Equalization Formula. The 
general plan of procedure of the Equalization Fund for the 1934-35 
school session was basically the same as the one used in preceding 
years. Increased funds made it possible to increase the support 
for the minimum educational program. In the cost program, the 
amount per teacher was increased to $950 for white teachers and 
$350 for Negro teachers. Transportation costs were based upon $12 
per child transported. An allocation of two dollars per pupil was 
allowed for other cost of current operation. Supervision was added 
as a new cost item for the minimum program. Support of the minimum 
program was revised to include only five-sixths of the State Public 
School Fund apportioned on per educable basis. Parish revenue
42
Act No. 54 of the 1934 Regular Session of the Louisiana 
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charged in the support program consisted of a three-mill property 
tax and the parish share of severance taxes.43
These changes in the Equalization Fund brought increased 
revenues for schools. The minimum education program was expanded 
to include supervision. For the first time the State was providing 
more than one-half the cost of current operation for sixty of the 
sixty-six school systems.44 in the poorer parishes receiving E q u a l ­
ization Funds, State funds exceeded local funds to a much greater 
degree. The Equalization Fund was distributed on the basis of 
money actually expended in maintaining the minimum educational p r o ­
gram during the preceding school year. The State reimbursed parish 
school systems for expenditures actually made during the prior school 
year up to a fixed limit.
State funds continued to grow and play a major role in school 
support. These funds were being distributed to local school systems 
on the basis of per educables, special grants, and equalization.
The basic plan for distributing the Equalization Fund remained the 
same, with new items being added to the cost and support programs 
as needs were recognized.
4 '*Louisiana State Department of Education, Eighty-Fifth
Annual Report for the Session 1 9 3 3 - 3 4 , Bulletin No. 288 (New
Orleans: Thomas J. Moran's Sons, 1935), pp. 112-117.
44Ibid.
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The 1956 changes in the Equalization Formula. In May, 1956, 
the State Board of Education adopted a new plan for distributing 
Equalization Funds. A special study committee recommended many 
changes in the method of distributing State funds to local school 
boards. At this time the major State funds consisted of (1) the 
Per Educable Fund, (2) Teachers' Special Salary Fund, (3) Bus 
Operators' Salary Fund, and (4) Equalization Fund. Separate dis­
tributions of all these had created problems of inequity. The new
Equalization Formula contained the following items in the cost and 
support programs:
I. Cost of the Minimum Foundation Program
A. Teachers -- In determining the minimum foundation 
educational cost program, each school board is 
allowed the number of teachers allotted and e m ­
ployed, by race, on the basis of the average daily 
membership rather than the average daily attendance, 
the annual salary per teacher to be determined on
the basis of the State salary schedule.
B. Transportation Cost -- The actual cost of trans­
portation is to be set up based upon the bus 
operators' salary schedule.
C. Supervision -- The number of supervisors to be 
allowed on the basis of number of teachers employed, 
supervision costs to be determined by a certain 
amount allowed for each supervisor allotted in 
formula.
D. Visiting Teachers -- The number of visiting teachers 
to be allotted on the basis of number of educables 
in each parish, a specified amount allowed per 
visiting teacher as the cost amount in Equalization 
Formula.
E. Other Cost -- The other cost item to be determined 
as a certain amount per average daily membership 
rather than on the basis of number of teachers 
employed.
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II. Support of the Minimum Foundation Program
A. State Public School Fund -- Number of Educables 
times $55.
B. Constitutional Tax -- The millage charged against 
the school board should be the net amount collected 
from five mills of lOO per cent assessed valuation 
for the prior fiscal year or 90 per cent of the 
assessment, whichever is the smaller.
C. Severance Tax -- The amount actually received by 
the school board is used in the support program.
D. Rent or Lease of School Lands -- Revenues derived 
from 16th section land owned by school boards.
Only 50 per cent of this amount is charged against 
school board because of the great fluctuations in 
this source of revenue.
E. Court Fines and Forfeitures -- Actual revenues 
received from this source of funds.
The amount allocated to each parish was the difference between the
cost and the support program of the formula. According to the plan
the actual cost of teachers’ salaries, actual cost of transportation,
plus a sufficient amount for items of other costs constituted the
minimum educational program.
The 1956 changes in the formula provided the following:
(1) the distribution of State school funds to parishes where the 
children were attending public schools; (2) the inclusion of the 
teachers' special salary fund in the equalization distribution; and 
(3) two major distributions to school boards made from a State 
level rather than four distributions.
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The effect of these changes in the Equalization Formula was 
the consolidation of arrangements for distributing State school 
funds into two major plans in an effort to reduce inequities in 
school funds that had been created through the use of many special 
funds. School boards also were able to use State funds for current 
maintenance and operation costs. The support program was changed 
to reflect more accurately sources of revenue received by local 
school systems. Actual costs of teacher salaries and transportation 
were used, based upon State schedules instead of some amount repre­
senting cost items.
The changing concept in the use of egualizat ion as a method 
of distributing school funds. Changes made in the Equalization 
Formula incorporated special salary funds into the basic equalization 
plan. Funds received from the Legislature for meeting salary sched­
ules were distributed through the Equalization Formula instead of 
on a separate basis. This salary fund was distributed to each school 
board on the basis of the cost as determined by salary schedule.
A list of teachers was secured from each school system giving data 
on degrees and years of experience for each teacher. Using these 
data, the State salary schedule was applied to determine the cost 
of teacher salaries. The amount each school system was to furnish 
toward meeting teacher costs was determined by applying local salary 
schedules to the list of teachers submitted. Prior to 1948 every 
local school system maintained different salary schedules. Usually, 
separate schedules were maintained for white and Negro teachers.
Those local salary schedules continued to he used until 1956 in 
determining the local school boards share of salary costs in the 
distribution of State salary funds.
School systems maintaining higher local salary schedules did 
not receive funds fin an equal basis with systems maintaining lower 
salary schedules. It was an advantage for a system to be paying 
low salaries at the time of the adoption of the State salary sched­
ule, since the State salary fund provided the difference between 
the State schedule and the local schedule. By placing the salary 
fund money in with other funds and distributing then through the 
Equalization Formula, inequities were decreased. In l°5o the many 
local salary schedules were discarded as a basis for allocating 
funds, and every scho' 1 system received funds on the some h a » i s .
transportation funds were distributed on the basis of number 
and tyne of miles traveled, with an amount allowed per chi Id trans­
ported. In order to achieve a more equitable basis for distribution, 
the transportation fund was incorporated into the over-all Equali­
zation Formula. Since transportation was already a cost item in 
the minimum educational program, it appeared equitable to distribute 
funds through the Equalization Formula rather than through a separate 
fund. A State salary schedule for bus operators was adopted and uti­
lized in determining the cost of transportation to be included in the 
minimum education program. The salary schedule included a cost of 
operation section and a base salary for operators. The cost of
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operation section was based upon number of miles traveled, length 
of bus, .and other costs relating to the operation of school buses.
The concept of using the Equalization Formula as the basis 
for the distribution of State funds has now reached the point that 
most State funds are now distributed by this method. Ry combining 
teacher salary funds, bus operator1' ’ salary funds, and equalization 
funds into one fund, the State equalization plan became the major 
source of revenue f o r  public schools. Greater emphasis was placed 
upon factors determining cost and support items of the minimum edu­
cational program. Any change in the Equalization Formula caused 
changes in funds available for local school prcgrams. Elements 
making up the minimum educational program are items o f  actual school 
programs. Equalization as a source of school support furnished 
State aid to local school systems. This State aid helps to maintain 
educational programs in all school systems.**
Proi' ode r o ' fo r secu r i ng and ill s t r ibu t i no school funds . The
method of securing funds from t ne ! eqislature w.e closely related
to the method used in distributing t h e s e  fund'. When changes were
made in the Equalization Formula to utilize rcv<nucs from more than 
one source, f u n d s  conti niu i! to b, secured on a separate basis. 
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were different from those used in al locating funds. Amounts needed 
for the teacher salary funds were determined on the basis of the 
difference between the State salary schedule and local salary sc h e d ­
ules. Thus, actual funds appropriated were not the amounts a p p o r ­
tioned through the Equalization Forraula. Also, transportation I'nn I - 
ver-' secured from the legislature on a separate basis .and then 
combined with other fund*' for dis tribution purposes. The amount 
for e q u a 1ization purposes is determined on a ratio basis to the 
amount appropriated for per educables. This determination resulted 
from the requirement that public school fund> be distr ibuted on a 
three-fourth and on**-fourtn basis. lf5
In 1961 the State beoi si .aturi* appropriated fund? through 
application of the Equalication Formula. The formula was applied 
to data received f r o m  local school s y s t e m s ,  ami the amount of funds 
needed for operation of' -onools was established. School funds were 
secured from the Leg; sluture and dis t r i b u t e d  using t he same b a s i : 
method. A closer relationship existed bet ween funds appropriated 
mil funds distributed. Identical procedure** were used in the a p ­
propriation and distribution of school funds. Also, the same type 
of educational information w e- used for both procedures. Actual 
school statistic? were used for legislative appropriations and for 
distribution of funds. One total amount was p r e s e n t e d  to the
Louisiana State Department of Education, '’l e g i slative Budget 
Estimates for 1062-6 1 ," (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Department
of Education, 1162). (Mimeographed.}
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Legislature rather than three separate amounts. The total cost of 
the minimum educational program less the amount to be supplied by 
local systems was presented as the amount needed to operate schools 
the following year .
Re Iation of equali zat ion to local school f i nances today.
The major portion of revenues for public education comes from the 
State level. These revenues are distributed to local school boards 
through special nrants and the Equalization Fund. Consequently, 
the Equalization Fund has a direct relationship to local school 
finances. The minimum educational prooram financed through E q u a l ­
ization Funds plays a major role in doterminino local educational 
programs. State Equalization Funds arc placet! in the general fund 
of the local school svstera and are to be used along with local 
revenue in supporting the local educational program.
Use of local school f u n d s . Use of local fur,-!- , limited 
p r i m a r ; to capital outlay and maintenance. Local property owners 
vote special taxes for capital outlay projects. The local school 
boards plan the facilities needed, call a special tax cleft ion. and 
i - 'Ue bonds for a specified length of time to cover the co-t cf the 
school facilities. Each year thereafter the school board collects 
taxes in the amount necessary to pay the annual portion of the 
debt due. These are set aside in a sinkino fund for the purpose
40
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of paying off bond issues. The State participates in financing 
capital outlay to the extent of refunding to the local district the 
amount of taxes due from homestead exemption on local property.
Special taxes on a parish-wide and district basis are levied 
also to provide funds for maintaining school facilities. These 
revenues are used for repair, maintenance, and upkeep of buildings 
and grounds. Other school programs not included in the minimum 
foundation program are financed from local funds and special grants 
from State and federal sources. Some local school boards utilize 
local funds to pay teacher salaries above the State schedule amount 
allocated in the Equalization Fund. If local funds are adequate, 
local parish boards may supplement the base salaries established by 
State salary schedules.
Sources of local school revenues. Revenue for local, school 
projects cones from seven different sources. (1) A parish-wide 
maintenance tax of five mills, or as much thereof as may be neces­
sary may be levied directly by the parish school board without a 
vote of the people (authorized in Article 12 , Section 15, First, 
Constitution!. ( I T )  An additional parish-wide tax of seven mills 
for maintenance of schools may be imposed if approved by a majority 
of voters and a majority in amount of assessment (authorized in 
Article 10, Section 10 and Article 12, Section 15, Fourth, Consti­
tution), (1) In excess of the limitations otherwise fixed by the 
Constitution, a tax up to five mills may be levied by a vote of 
the people on a parish-wide or district basis to construct or
improve school facilities (authorized in Article l O , Section 10 of 
Constitution). (4) Upon vote of the people, a seven mills special 
tax leeway for maintenance purposes may be levied (authorized in 
Article l O , Section 10 and Article 12, Section 15, Fifth, Consti­
tution). (5) In addition to the ad valorem taxes authorized, a 
school board is empowered by a vote of its people to issue capital 
outlay bonds for districts and to impose taxes in excess of all 
other taxes sufficient to pay the principal and interest falling 
due each year on such bonds. (6) A school board may incur debt 
and issue bonds therefor to acquire school sites, erect and equip 
school buildings, and improve school property. Total bonded debt 
for school purposes may not exceed twenty-five per centum of the 
assessed valuation of the taxable property in the district.50 
(7) Additional revenues which accrue to local school boards include 
income from lease or rent of school lands and the interest on p r o ­
ceeds from the sale of school lands.
An additional source of revenue for local schools is the 
general sales tax. In the 1962-63 school session, schools received 
$2,022,790 from sales taxes in financial support. This source is 
not widely used for raising funds for local school projects since 
only two school boards levied sales taxes in the 1962-63 school 
year.51 xhe state utilizes the sales tax for revenue, and local
^ C o n s t i t u t i o n  of State of Louisiana, 1921, Amended.
^ L o u i s i a n a  State Department of Education, One Hundred Four - 
teenth Annual Report for the Session 1962-63, Bulletin No. 1005 
(Baton Rouge: M o r a n ’s Publishing Company, 1963), p. 55.
governments have also passed sales taxes for revenue purposes. With 
the sales tax already widely used by other governmental agencies, 
it becomes less available as a source of school support. Sales taxes 
passed in rural areas would probably not produce a large amount of 
funds, since trade areas are largely located in urban communities.
Special appropriations or transfer of funds from police juries 
and city council governmental organizations provide additional local 
support for schools in two parishes. These agencies collect funds 
on a local level and vote to assist school boards in local educa­
tional projects. School boards may also receive funds through in­
vesting school money they have collected and will not need until a 
later time during the school year. Such funds are usually invested 
in short term government bonds or other securities,52 Interest 
earned enables school boards to better utilize school tax money 
and receive additional educational support. Other minor sources 
of local revenue come from contributions, sales of old educational 
facilities or supplies, insurance adjustments, and sale of timber 
f rom school lands.
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CHAPTER III
LOUISIANA TAX STRUCTURE AS RELATED TO EQUALIZATION
The Louisiana tax structure as related to equalization is 
presented as follows: (1) State revenue in relation to equaliza­
tion for minimum foundation program, (2) local revenues as related 
to the Equalization Fund, and (3) tax exemptions as related to the 
Equalization Fund.
State revenue in relation to equalization for minimum foundation 
program
Revenues distributed through the Equalization Formula.
Current operating costs of public schools are financed primarily 
through the Equalization Fund. State and local school revenues 
are distributed on the basis of the Equalization Formula. In the 
1963-64 session, $170,585,964 of State funds were distributed 
through the Equalization Formula. An additional $7,500,000 of 
State funds were distributed to local school boards on the basis 
of the number of educable children in the State. Total cost of 
the minimum educational program utilized in the Equalization Formula 
based on 1963-64 school data amounted to $202,664,201. Of this, the 
State contributed $178,085,964, and local school boards contributed
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524,578,217.^ Support of the minimum educational program was p r o ­
vided largely at the State level, with the State supplying B7.87 
per cent and local school boards supplying 12.11 per cent. Since 
large portions of s c h o o l  funds come through the Equalization Fund, 
school boards depend heavily upon State revenues for increased 
operatina funds, since the availability o f  State revenues has a 
direct relation to Equalization Funds for support of the minimum 
program of the local schools.
Louisiana has placed at the State level primary responsibil­
ity for the support of elementary and secondary education. Since 
the major share o f  school revenues Thus comes from the State level, 
it is important that State revenues be sufficient to meet an over- 
expanding government\1 program. The adequacy of the Equalization 
Fund for supporting minimum educational services depends largely 
upon the amount of State revenue', available for educational purposes. 
A review of the Sta’e ’r. tax structure will help indicate reasons 
why the State furni -h**^ a major share o f  educational funds.
Characteri sties of 1 oui si a n a 1s tax st rue ture . The tax 
structure has b e e n  developed in conjunction with the economic d e ­
velopment o f the State. As the State's economy has changed, the 
tax structure has been related to these changes in providing
1
Louisiana State Department of Education, ”1964-65 Budget 
Letter for Parish and City School Boards,” Circular No. D-16 
(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Department of Education, 1964),
Exhibits VII and VItl. (Mimeographed.)
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revenues for public expenditures. A basic characteristic of 
Louisiana's tax structure is its concentration of taxes at the 
State level, with a centralization of tax collections and with 
authority vested in the State rather than in local political sub­
divisions. The tax structure of a State is determined largely by 
the type and location of its economic wealth. Much of L o u i s i a n a ’s 
wealth comes from its natural resources, which is located in vari­
ous parts of the State and is of such a nature as to make it ne c e s ­
sary that the State levy anti collect taxes from this source of 
revenue. In many cases, the State is the only agency having ne c e s ­
sary facilities for col lec.ting revenues.
Most of the state's tax revenue corner, from two taxes, 
namely, the severance taxes levied primarily on petroleum p r o d u c ­
tion, and a two per cent sales tax. Those two taxes account for 
approximately one-half of the State's total tax revenues. Much 
of Louisiana'' natural resources is used by out-of-state firms, 
making it necessary for taxes on these products to be levied and 
collected by State government. Also, a large amount of natural 
resources is located on State lands and in off-shore areas. Local 
governmental agencies do not have adequate personnel or facilities 
for maintaining current data relating to this source of revenue.
With trading centers located in major cities and larger 
communities, revenue from the sales tax comes largely from e x p e n ­
ditures in these trading areas. People in rural communities spend 
much of their income in trading centers outside their local govern­
mental jurisdiction. Therefore, it is more equitable for the sale>
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tax to be levied and distributed by the State. This is especially 
true when revenues from severance and sales taxes are spent primarily 
on State functions that benefit people in all areas of the State.
If these two sources of tax revenue were utilized in areas where 
collected, some sections would have more than sufficient funds while 
others would be severely limited. People living in one parish and 
trading in other parishes would be helping to support governmental 
services in those areas. Large metropolitan trading centers would 
thus receive the undue benefits from sales taxes levied at the local 
level.
Table I is a listing of the distribution of severance tax 
collections by parishes for the fiscal year 1961-62.2 Total sever- 
ance taxes collected for the year amounted to $149,880,176, with 
the amount collected varying from none in Orleans to $27,367,616 
in Plaquemines Parish. The average collections amounted to 
$2,341,878. Collections in only fifteen parishes were above the 
State average; whereas, in forty-nine parishes collections were 
below the State average, since most of the State’s natural re­
sources from which severance taxes are received are located in 
fewer than one-half the parishes of the State. If all people of 
the State are to receive equitable benefits from this source of
State of Louisiana, Department of Revenue, Twenty-Second 
Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1961-62, Collector of Revenue 
(Baton Rouge: State of Louisiana, 1962), pp. 22-23.
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TABLE I
SEVERANCE TAX COLLECTIONS BY PARISH
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1961-1962
Parish Tax collected Parish Tax collected
Acadia $ 6,822,850 Madison $ 92,778
Allen 731 ,710 Morehouse 138,344
Ascension 149,839 Natchitoches 35,582
Assumption 2,075,039 Orleans -0-
Avoye1les 124,040 Ouachita 702,188
Beauregard 1,094,176 Plaquemines 27,367,616
Bienville 1,022,970 Pointe Coupee 554,284
Bossier 3,251,369 Rapides 97,269
Caddo 2,010,949 Red River 73,704
Calcasieu 2,571,461 Richland 1,135,645
Caldwel1 192,971 Sabine 288 ,426
Cameron 8,651,136 St. Bernard 107,496
Catahoula 499,504 St. Charles 3 ,210,271
Claiborne 1 ,986,026 St. Helena 25,943
Concordia 997,661 S t . James 326,367
OeSoto 1 ,192,142 S t . John 271,307
East Baton Rouge 337,689 S t . Landry 3 ,511,495
East Carroll 548 St. Martin 4,563,923
East Feliciana 35,398 St. Ma r y 8,563,797
Evangeline 585,963 St. Tammany 153,349
F ranklin 186,213 Tangipahoa 42 ,280
Grant 54,597 Tensas 976,940
Iberia 5,320,721 Ter rebonne 19,779,049
Ibervi1le 1,897,625 Union 1 ,030,347
Jackson 67,772 Vermi1 ion 6,667,573
Jefferson 2,843,578 Vernon 10,078
Jefferson Davis 4,686,835 Washington 59,667
Laf ayette 1,040,671 Webster 2,140,596
Lafourche 14,107,975 West Baton Rouge 84,781
LaSalle 1,266,617 West Carroll 38,751
L incoln 1,652,585 West Feliciana 15 ,391
Livingston 72,330 Winn 283,979
Total $ 149,880,176
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revenue, then levying, collecting, and distributing severance taxes 
must be done at the State level.
Table II is a listing of the distribution of sales tax col­
lections by parishes for the fiscal year 1 9 6 1 - 6 2 . 3  Seven and one- 
half per cent of total sales taxes collected came from out-of-state. 
A review of this table shows that Louisiana's taxable wealth is 
concentrated heavily in certain areas of the State. In fifteen 
parishes a million dollars or more was collected in sales taxes 
during this period, while forty-nine parishes collected less than 
a million dollars in each parish. The State average of sales taxes 
collected from parishes was $1,301,564, omitting the out-of-state 
collect ions.
In only thirteen parishes did the amount of sales taxes col­
lected equal or exceed the State average. Bach of these thirteen 
parishes represents a large trading area. People from surrounding 
areas spend their income on sales taxable items in these trading 
centers. If the State's two per cent sales tax were levied and 
distributed by local governments, these thirteen parishes would 
receive more than one-half of the proceeds. In order for sales 
tax proceeds to be utilized for the benefit of people throughout 






SALES TAX COLLECTIONS BY PARISH
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1961-1962
Parish Tax collected Parish Tax collected
Acadia $ 882,122 Madison $ 241,496
Allen 333,223 Morehouse 538,558
Ascension 511,077 Natchitoches 475,738
Assunption 169,307 Or leans 22 ,157,545
Avoyelles 421,081 Ouachita 3,207,242
Beauregard 336,137 Plaquemines 552,944
Bienville 167,793 Pointe Coupee 265,766
Bossier 1,053,823 Rapides 2,438,767
Caddo 7,531,445 Red River 121,914
Calcasieu 3,933,047 Richland 363,641
Caldwell 102,862 Sabine 242,182
Cameron 141,204 St. Bernard 502,180
Catahoula 132 ,291 S t . Charles 236,111
Claiborne 268,667 St. Helena 31,275
Concordia 290,010 S t . James 252,288
DeSoto 287,057 St. John 169,195
East Baton Rouge 8,021,869 St. Landry 1,390,335
East Carroll 242,459 St. Ma r t i n 293,606
East Feliciana 111,023 St. Mary 1,803,367
Evangeline 398,600 S t . Tammany 776,341
Franklin 301,128 Tangipahoa 1,091,835
Grant 102,095 Tensas 139,515
Iber ia 1,598,207 Terrebonne 2,107,355
Iberville 431,736 Union 189,280
Jackson 270,107 Vermilion 762,985
Jefferson 6,611,036 Vernon 279,431
Jefferson Davis 706,510 Washington 712,137
Lafayette 2.765,557 Webster 718,772
Lafourche 1 ,379,499 West Baton Rouge 155,712
LaSalle 240,343 West Carroll 178,567
L incoln 519,554 West Feliciana 111,683
L ivingston 305,208 Winn 226,047
* Out of State 6,762,371
Total $90,062,458
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Dedication of tax revenues. Louisiana’s tax structure is 
also characteri2ed by the widespread dedication of specific tax 
revenues for certain purposes. More than eighty per cent of 
Louisiana's tax revenue is dedicated to such services as education, 
highways, public welfare, and other. Some dedications return taxes 
collected by the State to the parishes. A part of the income tax 
and proceeds from the alcoholic beverage tax go into a Property Tax 
Relief Fund to reimburse parishes for loss of taxes through home- 
stead exemptions. In addition, proceeds from some taxes collected 
by the State are shared with local governments in Louisiana.4 
Dedication of taxes has accompanied passage of new taxes or increases 
in rates of existing taxes. Public acceptance of increases in taxes 
may be easier to achieve if money received is to be used for pur­
poses accepted by the public. Often the purpose of additional taxes 
is stated as furnishing additional assistance to education, public 
welfare, or highways. These three governmental functions have re­
ceived general acceptance from the public in the past and also 
receive the major part of State revenues.
As stated earlier, two major sources of State revenue are 
the sales and the severance taxes. These two sources produce a 
large portion of revenues for government services and are dedicated 
to two of the State's major functions, public welfare and education. 
The sales tax is dedicated by legislative statutes to support public
4
Ibid., p . 5.
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welfare programs in Louisiana. In the past, legislative action has 
altered the dedication of sales taxes by allocating surplus funds 
to other functions of government, and for several years such sur­
pluses have been allocated to the support of teachers' salaries.
Since salaries are a cost item in the minimum program of the Equal­
ization Formula, sales tax revenues thus were utilized through the 
Equalization Fund. Though certain taxes are dedicated to specific 
purposes, the Legislature has authority to reallocate portions of 
the fund to other functions, except those established by the Consti­
tution. Dedication of the severance taxes to public education is 
by the Constitution.-* These produce a larger amount of revenue for 
schools than any other single tax source.
During the 1962-63 fiscal year, the Public School Fund re­
ceived $172,257,807 from State sources, with the severance taxes 
providing $154,458,381, or 89.b6 per cent of the total. These 
figures illustrate the major part played by severance taxes for 
financial support of the public schools. An increase in the State's 
economic growth based upon the use of natural resources directly 
affects these funds. A more equitable use of severance tax reve­
nues is achieved by distributing them through equalization at the 
State level.
Revenues from one other State tax are dedicated to support 
public education, the constitutional two and one-half ad valoreum
5
Constitution of State of Louisiana, 1921, Amended, Article XII, 
Section 14 (Baton Rouge: Moran Publishing Company), pp. 283-284.
tax, levied at the State level.^ The revenues from this source 
amount to approximately nine million dollars per year for school 
support. Since this dedication is by the Constitution its amend­
ment must receive approval by a vote of the people.
Louisiana's taxable wealth comes from sources making it more 
efficient for the State to levy and collect most taxes. Since the 
State receives most of the available revenue, it also furnishes a 
major share of support for education. The Equalization Formula 
serves as an important means by which funds can be equitably distri 
buted to all local governments. Dedication of State funds to 
specific functions has been debated pro and con for many years.
Some feel that dedication of revenues hinders the effectiveness of 
the Legislature in handling State monies. It is argued that all 
revenues should go into the General Fund and be appropriated by 
the Legislature to various functions according to established need. 
Others feel that dedication of revenues for definite functions help 
to provide better planning and operation of programs. School au­
thorities have stated that dedicated revenues aid education by pro­
viding stable sources of financial support and help to guarantee 
sufficient funds for operating schools. Without dedicated sources 
of revenue, school people have to seek funds at each legislative 
session, thus placing public education in a position of competing 




constantly striving to place financial needs of education before 
those responsible for allocating State funds.
Tax collection agencies. Louisiana's State taxes are col­
lected by various agencies, which have responsibilities for admin­
istering laws relating to enforcement and collection of taxes.
The State Department of Revenue serves as the agency for collecting 
most of L o u isiana’s tax revenues, collecting about forty taxes of 
the total levied by the State. During the 1962-63 fiscal year, 
the Department of Revenue collected $464,601,853 of a total of 
$606,166,258 collected in State taxes and fees. Some agencies 
also perform the function of distributing revenues after collection. 
The following agencies collect revenues from various sources: (1)
Department of Revenue, (2) Sheriffs, (3) Comptroller, (4) Louisiana 
Tax Commission, {5} Secretary of State, (6) State Banking Department, 
(7) State Land Office, (8) Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, (9)
State Forestry Commission, (10) Fire Marshal, (11) Department of 
Highways, (12) Department of Wild Life and Fisheries, (13) Commis­
sioner of Insurance, (14) State Treasurer, and (15) State Agency 
and Institution Receipts.
State taxing authority. L o u i s i a n a ’s tax structure has grown 
to include more than fifty State taxes, many of which produce little 
if any revenue. Ten of these taxes produce the major portion of 
State revenue. Productivity of remaining taxes is limited because 
of the base and rate of taxes levied. Some are applicable only to
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a small group of people, The tax rate applying to some State taxes 
is too low to yield any substantial funds. Also, exemptions allowed 
on certain taxes reduce their yield. In some instances basic eco­
nomic factors may require the base, rate, and exemptions on certain 
taxes be set at minimum standards.
Authority for levying State taxes is vested in the State 
Legislature. The State Constitution, approved by vote of the people, 
authorizes certain taxes to be levied, and these cannot be changed 
without approval of the voters of the State. Many State taxes, 
created by legislative statutes, may be changed by legislative action. 
Those levied by statute can be altered or eliminated more easily 
than those authorized by the Constitution.
Sources of revenue. Louisiana's revenue comes from many 
sources, including State taxes, lease of mineral lands, royalties, 
fees, and federal grants. However, more than one-half the total 
comes from State taxes. Table III shows the source of revenues 
for supporting State governmental services during the 1962-63 
fiscal year.7 State sources supplied 67.9 per cent of funds, 
while federal grants provided 32.1 per cent of revenue for State 
government in Louisiana. State revenues came from a variety of 
taxes and other means of raising revenue. Of the State taxes, the
7
State of Louisiana, Division of Administration, State of 
Louisiana Financial Statements for Fiscal Year 1962-63 (Baton R o u g e : 
State of Louisiana, 1963), p. 2.
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TABLE III
REVENUES FOR GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES 
FISCAL YEAR 1962-1963
Source Amount Per cent
Federal Grants $299,112,223 32.1
Severance Tax 163,159,751 17.4
Mineral Leases, Rentals, Bonuses, 
Royalties 103,517,075 11.1
Louisiana Sales Tax 96,929,926 10.4
Gasoline Tax 65 ,981,214 7 . 1
Other Taxes, Licenses, Rees, Etc. 58,293,363 6.3
Income Tax 3b ,046,749 3.9
Tobacco Tax 29,080,701 3.1
Beverage Tax 21,873,634 2 . 3
Ad Valorem Tax 20,958,534 2.2
Corporation Franchise Tax 15,532,275 1 . 7
Vehicle Licenses and Fees 13 ,268,571 1 .4
Excise License Tax on Insurance 9 , 170,788 1.0
Total______________________________________ $932 ,924 ,804__________ 100.0
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major portion came from three different sources: the severance tax,
mineral leases and royalties, and sales tax. These three sources 
made up more than 57 per cent of State revenue receipts. Natural 
resources furnished approximately another 42 per cent of the State's 
income, indicating that the State's tax structure is heavily de­
pendent upon natural resources, without which major changes in the 
tax structure would be made necessary. Mineral leases, rentals, 
bonuses, and royalties from natural resources furnished more than 
16 per cent of State revenues. This source is not a tax and is 
dependent upon leases and bonuses paid by business firms for the 
right to explore State lands for natural resources. Rentals and 
royalties are received as the State's share of the value of natural 
products claimed from State lands.
Changes in the tax structure. Few new taxes have been au­
thorized in Louisiana during the very recent years, most changes 
having been made regarding rates and methods of collecting. The 
increase in governmental services has been fed largely by economic 
growth and increasing revenues from existing taxes. The importance 
to the State's economy of an efficient up-to-date tax structure 
cannot be overemphasized. Constant demand for expanded services 
by State government places great importance upon maintaining an 
adequate tax structure for receiving and distributing revenues.
Since education is a major function supported by State tax revenues, 
changes in tax structure could have important effects upon educa­
tional programs supported by the State Equalization Funds.
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During recent years, there have been two important changes 
in the State's tax system. One affected the procedures for author­
izing new taxes or for changing existing taxes; the other relates 
to the method of administering an existing tax. In 1956, voters of 
Louisiana passed a constitutional amendment which requires consent 
of two-thirds of both houses of the Legislature for adopting new 
taxes or increasing existing taxes.8 This provision makes it more 
difficult to make changes in the tax structure. One-third of 
either house of the Legislature can prevent any change toward in­
creasing State taxes. Ihe two-thirds rule has been debated pro 
and con by many groups. Validity of the rule depends upon whether 
the group is seeking to raise additional funds or trying to prevent 
an increase in State taxes.
Another change in the tax system was the new withholding Act 
for the State income tax, which changed the method of collecting 
that tax. The old method provided for payment of income taxes on 
an annual basis while the new method provides for a "pay-as-you-go" 
procedure. Taxes are withheld from employees and remitted to the 
State by the employer. The change was made to improve collection 
efficiency and thus increase revenues from this source. Any change 
in the tax structure that improves efficiency and provides added 
revenues has a direct relation to efforts for securing adequate 
funds for educational purposes.
Q
Constitution of the State of Louisiana, As Amended, April 17, 
1956, Article 10, Section la (St. Paul: West Publishing Company,
1965), p. 84.
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Local revenue as related to the Equalization Fund
Local governaental taxing aut h o r i t y . The tax structure of 
local governments is based upon authorization granted by the State 
Constitution and legislative statutes. This authority provides 
local government officials a framework for constructing tax programs 
to secure operating revenues. School boards are separate and indi­
vidual governmental units created through legislative Acts and 
operate in a legal framework outlined by the State Legislature.
An important function of the local boards is the planning and 
securing of financial support for public schools. in carrying out 
this function, school officials are placed in comparable positions 
with other local government officials in seeking financial support 
for governmental services.
ihe fact that local school boards operate as individual 
governmental units enables school authorities to present their f i ­
nancial needs directly to local voters and allows voters an o p p o r ­
tunity to express their desires toward educational services without 
going through other government agencies. There are sixty-seven local 
school boards in Louisiana, each acting as an independent fiscal 
authority for financing public schools within its jurisdiction.
These local governing units through elected members plan, levy, and 
secure tax revenues for operating schools; and proper utilization 
of local tax revenues is the responsibility of these legal c o n s t i ­
tuted school boards. By popular elections, local voters may express 
their confidence in the handling of school funds by school boards.
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In planning financial programs, school boards may function 
on a parish-wide unit basis or establish districts and wards as 
separate financing units. These units function as independent areas 
for purposes of raising local school revenues. School systems may 
levy taxes on a parish-wide and also on a district basis. The result 
is that people living within a separate, organized school district 
may pay both district and parish-wide taxes. School revenues raised 
in a local district must go to support schools within that district, 
while funds received from parish-wide taxes may be used for school 
operations throughout the parish. This procedure provides citizens 
the opportunity to furnish additional revenues for education.
L o c a 1 revenues for suppor t i ng governmenta1 services . Local 
school revenues that are utilized in an equalization program should 
be developed according to accepted principles of taxation. These 
principles are economic neutrality, equity, and minimum costs of 
collection and compliance.^ These principles serve as criteria 
for local and state governments in planning adequate financial pr o ­
grams for schools. School authorities may utilize these principles 
in justifying the use of certain types of tax revenues for support 
of schools.
Revenues for supporting public services of local governments 
come from property taxes, licenses, fees, service charges, utility
Charles S. Benson, Perspectives on the Economics of Education 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1963), p. 164.
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revenues, State aid, sales taxes, and miscellaneous sources. Prop­
erty taxes are the largest single source of local school revenues. 
Since the amount of taxable property varies among parishes, this 
variation places greater emphasis upon the State School Equalization 
Fund. Availability of local revenues for school support determines 
the extent to which State equalization money is necessary for main­
taining adequate school programs in every parish. Proper develop­
ment of local property taxes is vital to an equitable distribution 
of equalization funds from the State level and results in the primary 
importance placed upon use of property taxes for supporting schools 
at the local level.
Factors af fecting local tax revenues. Local governmental 
revenues are affected by the following: (1 ) local tax structure,
(2) tax limitations, (3) practices of assessment and collection 
agencies, and (4) economic wealth of the local area.
Those affecting local property taxes include assessment prac­
tices and collection agencies. Property assessments are usually 
made by local tax assessors, who are elected at the parish level 
by local voters. The State Tax Commission has authority to review 
assessments made by local assessors. Local tax assessors have an 
important role in determining financial programs for schools. Local 
school boards pay fees to assessors as their share of costs in main­
taining assessment rolls. In the 1962-63 fiscal year, school boards 
paid $1,418,049 in regular fees to parish assessors, who may increase 
or decrease school funds through evaluating property for placement 
on tax rolls.
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It is the general practice to assess property for tax purposes 
at a fraction of its true market value. The only available measure 
of uniformity in assessment is the relation between assessed value 
and measurable sales price. A low ratio of assessment may mean a 
higher tax rate, and a high assessment ratio may mean lower rates. 
There is reason to believe that fractional assessment serves to in­
crease inequities, for under fractional assessment a taxpayer cannot 
be certain that a board of appeal will not raise instead of lower 
his assessment. With full-value assessments, it is much easier to 
detect inequities in assessments.*^
In Louisiana, all local school taxes levied on property are 
collected annually by the sheriffs, who serve as local collectors. 
School boards pay from seven per cent to a high of sixteen per cent 
as collection fees. The degree to which local tax collectors func­
tion successfully is a factor in securing adequate school revenues. 
Local property taxes are paid annually, usually at the end of the 
calendar year.
Many states have taken steps to make the property tax less 
burdensome by providing more convenient ways of payment than a 
single lump sum. One method is to allow two payments at varying 
intervals, one for schools and one for other local government 
agencies. Another modernizing feature of tax collecting is the
*0Charles S. Benson, The Economics of Public Education 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1961), pp. 159-160.
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practice of making tax collectors appointive with civil service 
qualifications rather than e l e c t i v e . ^
Local governments in Louisiana are becoming more and more 
dependent upon State aid for revenue. This dependency is primarily 
due to existing patterns of local tax structures and to the State's 
collecting an increasing share of tax revenues. Since the State 
collects the major portion of tax revenues, it must share part of 
these revenues with local governments. The methods used in distri­
buting State aid to local agencies become important tools of govern­
ment. The State collects taxes from local areas and then returns 
a portion of the revenue to the place of origin. An example of this 
method is severance taxes. Up to $200,000 of severance taxes col­
lected by the State is returned to the place of origin. This amount 
is distributed among local agencies in proportion to taxes levied 
by each agency. During the 1962-63 fiscal year, school boards in 
Louisiana received $4,315,145 from this source of revenue, with 
sixty-three of sixty-seven school boards receiving funds from this 
source.
A 1locat ion of revenue to various services and agencies.
Funds from federal, State, and local levels of government are al­
located to various services and agencies for financing public
Paul R. M o r t , Walter C. Reusser, and John W, Polley, Public 
School Finance (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1960) , p. 148.
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services. Government agencies use many methods and formulas in 
allocating funds for specific functions. The State Equalization 
Formula is the primary method used for allocating funds to public 
school systems. The degree of success achieved through utilization 
of the equalization method is largely determined by the amount of 
State and local funds allocated and distributed through the Equali­
zation Formula.
Since all levels of government do not have equal taxing au­
thority, available revenue sources vary among government agencies. 
Many revenue sources are utilized by more than one level of govern­
ment. This action may weaken the tax as a source of revenue. Taut 
authorities urge that different types of taxes be allocated to 
separate levels of government and that multiple use of the same tax 
be eliminated. It is suggested that the federal government should 
have authority to levy personal and corporation income taxes. The 
states would exercise taxing authority over sales taxes. Local 
governments would maintain exclusive authority to levy property 
taxes. It would also be desirable for local governments other than 
schools to rely more heavily on non-property taxes and to release 
part of the property taxes they are now levying to school districts. 
The argument against allocating different taxes to different levels 
of government is that each level of government needs a broad tax 
base. Each also needs stability and flexibility in revenue sources. 
Revenue patterns of each level of government are formulated by inter­
governmental actions upon tax sources. Inter-governmental transfers
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through grants-in-aid and shared taxes enter into plans for allo­
cating tax sources,^
Louisiana allocates a major portion of its revenues collected 
at the State level toward support of public education. Table IV 
shows how the State tax dollar was allocated during the 1962-63 
fiscal year. Education received 31.3 per cent of the total State 
tax dollar, amounting to $280,488,356. Public elementary and sec­
ondary schools were allocated $162,259,959 of these funds through 
the State Equalization Formula. Two other public agencies were 
allocated a large share of State revenues, highways receiving 23.0 
per cent and welfare 21.1 per cent of total State tax dollar 
during the 1962-63 fiscal year. Education was the largest single 
benefactor of State revenues during this period.
Public school boards of Louisiana exercise an important role 
in receiving and allocating revenues for education. Local revenues 
are collected and spent according to policies of each local school 
board. During the 1962-63 school year, the sixty-seven local school 
systems received $67,862,342 of local revenue receipts from parish- 
wide taxes. District and ward taxes furnished an additional 
$11,468,764 of revenue receipts. Total revenue receipts from 
local sources amounted to $79,331,106. These funds were allocated
12R. L. Johns and E. L. Morphet, Financing the Public Schools 
(New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Incorporated, I960), p. 228.
13State of Louisiana, Division of Administration, Finaneial 
Statements for Fiscal Year 1962-63 (Baton Rouge: State of Louisiana,
1963), p . 4.
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TABLE IV
ALLOCATION OF STATE TAX DOLLAR DURING 
THE FISCAL YEAR 1962-1963
Function Amount Per cent
Education $280,488,356 31.3
Highways (includes debt service) 206,288,525 23.0
Public Welfare 189,898,230 21.1
Hospitals 46,807,571 5,2
All Other Departments 21,287,975 2.4
Homestead Exemptions 37,053,610 4.1
State Bond and Building Commission 18,293,972 2.0
Debt Service 12,176,507 1.4
General Government 18,813,477 2.1
Public Safety 6,889,338 .8
Department of Institutions 5,795,191 .6
Public Works 3,965,278 .4
State Board of Health 5 ,385 ,240 .6
Wildlife and Fisheries 5 ,254,582 ,6
Agriculture and Immigration 
Disbursements to Parishes, Boards
4,416,756 .5
and Municipalities 34,709,703 3.9
Total $897,524,311 100.0
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to various expenditure classifications of local school systems, 
the major classifications being current operations, cpaital outlay, 
debt service, and unclassified items.
Data in Table V show a breakdown of allocation of funds by 
local school boards to various functions for current operation for 
the 1962-63 school year. Instructional services were allocated 
the major share of total funds expended —  $164,327,167 out of a 
total of $240,101,13$. Auxiliary agencies ranked second in allo­
cation of funds, receiving $46,359,316. It is noted that more than 
one-half the total funds allocated for current operations went for 
instructional services. Other functions receiving revenue alloca­
tions were general control, operation of plant, maintenance of 
plant, and fixed charges. Based on local revenues received during 
the 1962-6.3 fiscal year, school boards allocated $19,682,035 for 
support of education through the Equalization Formula.^
Tax exemptions as related to the Equalization Fund
Tax exemptions affect the amount of funds available for edu­
cational purposes. The four principal types are (1) exemptions 
granted for the purpose of adjusting tax liability to taxpaying 
ability; (2) exemptions granted in order to attract business and
14
Louisiana State Department of Education, One Hundred Four­
teenth Annual Report for the Session 1962-63, Bulletin No. 1005 




ALLOCATION OP FUNDS FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS 
DURING THE 1962-1963 SCHOOL YEAR
Function Amount Rank Per cent
Instructional Services $164,327,167 1 68.44
Auxiliary Agencies 46,3 39,316 2 19 . 30
Operation of Plant 13,600,610 3 5 .66
Maintenance of Plant 7,175,875 4 2 .99
General Control 6,092,950 5 2.54
Fixed Charges 2,545 ,217 6 1 .07
Total $240,101,135 100.00
industry; (3) exemptions granted to give preference to certain 
groups in the population; and (4) exemptions granted to govern­
mental, religious, charitable, educational, and other non-profit 
i n s t i t u t i o n s . ^  Income tax exemptions are an example of exemptions 
granted for adjusting tax liability to taxpaying ability. Sales 
tax exemptions are usually granted on the basis of certain items 
of basic necessities. In Louisiana, the sales tax has not been
utilized as one of the major sources of revenues for financing
education. A small portion of the tax is transferred into the 
State's General Fund and appropriated for education. School 
systems may secure permission from the State government to vote 
sales taxes to finance schools. As school systems begin to use 
sales taxes for funds, taxable items and exemptions will directly 
affect the revenue producing power of the tax.
Types of tax exempt ions. Tax exemptions having the greatest 
effects on school finances in Louisiana are those granted on prop­
erty taxes since these taxes are used by local school boards as a 
major source of income. The types of exemptions granted from 
property taxes are: ( 1) industrial tax exemptions and (2 ) home­
stead tax exemptions. The former exemption program was started
in 1936 in Louisiana. New manufacturing plants and additions to
existing plants were exempt from all State and local ad valorem
Johns, o£. c i t ., pp. 133-136.
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taxes. The present ten-year tax exemption plan for industrial in­
ducement was voted into the State Constitution in 1946. Provisions 
were made allowing the State Board of Commerce and Industry, 'with 
the approval of the Governor, to grant exemptions from property 
taxes for an initial period of five years. This initial exemption 
is renewable for an additional five-year period.
Tax exemptions granted to attract industry have been partic­
ularly troublesome. Conditions for maximizing the nation's economic 
progress are unfavorably affected when artificial barriers or sub­
sidies cause industry to locate at points other than those most 
favorable for efficient production and distribution.*7 Many states 
use the practice of granting tax exemptions to attract new industry 
to locate in certain areas. Very often states employ full-time 
people to work toward securing new industry for their area. The 
tax exemption program is one of many features utilized in encour­
aging prospective plants to locate within a state. As these new 
plants are located within states, additional demands are placed upon 
school systems to educate increased numbers of students.
One method used by local governments to attract industry is 
to actually construct industrial plants and lease them to private 
corporations. Local governments retain ownership of the property, 
which is tax exempt. This type of tax exemption may seriously 




children are brought into the -.ystera with the tax base remaining 
the same. The net result may be less taxable wealth per pupil for 
school support after location of a new industry than before it was 
e s t ab 1 i s he d .
The influence of tax exemptions on the location of industries 
may be greatly exaggerated as a factor in spcuri no new industry.
It has been mainly used as a means of holding down taxes rather than 
as a major factor in selecting industrial site-.. Factors such as 
raw materials, labor supply, power, transportation, and community 
services are mor-* important to industry in selecting site- than 
tax exemption-. Most industries -.tress their desire to fulfill 
their responsibilities triward -Uppor t i no governmental service's in­
cluding local school systems. A good school system is usually high 
■in the list of priorities in cnoos i no areas for plant locati o n .
Dr . H o w a r d  G. So ha ller o f  In lane ’ ' n i v e r - i t y  l i s t s  t h e  mai n 
t a c f o r -  i n  a t  t r a c t  i n n  i ndu s t r y  a s  r e s e a r c h ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  h e a l t h y  
s e r v i c e  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  a n d  an  a d e q u a t e  t a x  s t r u c t u r e .  He u r g e s  
, l u t e s  t o  a b a n d o n  ->u r h  " g a d g e t  s ” a< a d v e r t i s i n g  c a m p a i g n s ,  t a x  
e x e m o t i o n ' ; ,  a n d  g o v e r n m e n t  s u v> s : i :  i n  t h e i r  c a m p a i g n s  t o  l u r e
n e w  i n d u s t r y .  The  u s u a l  e f f e c i  o f  a t a x  e x e m p t i o n  s c h e m e  i s  t o  
c o m p l i c a t e  t h e  f i s c a l  a f f a i r -  o f  I ' C a l  g o v e r n m e n t s .  F . d u c a t i  on
Howard G. Schaller, "Tax Gadgets W o n ’t Lure Industry to 
South," The Shreveport Times, January 28, 1962, p. 38.
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provides a productive labor force equipped to use eccnoroi c rewards
IQ
and also provides specialists needed for industrial growth.
According to a 1958 study by Dr. C. W. Hilton of Louisiana 
State University, fifty-seven school systems in Louisiana were 
affected in the fiscal year 1957-58 by industrial tax exemptions.
If industry enjoving ad valorem tax exemptions had been placed on 
the tax rolls in 195"7, the assessed valuation would have been in­
creased by lb.68 per cent. The over-all increase in assessment in 
the fifty-seven school systems affected would have boon 17.27 per 
cent. This increased assessment wou1d have provided an additional 
>9 , 1 5(1 , 958 in local school fund~. and wou 1 1 equal 18.46 per cent of 
the total local revenues received in the fiscal year 1957-58 by 
those school systems affected by industrial tax exemptions.^1'
Table VI provides information concerning Louisiana tax 
exemptions and industry inducement contracts from 194" through 
19 o 1. Amount of dollar investment ranged from >22,549.558 to 
3 56 1. 159,059." Tnese investments in new industry and additions 




C. W. Hilton, The Ef f ec t s of Indus trial Tax Exempt ions 
(Raton Rouge: Louisiana Education Research Association, 1958),
pp. 32-33.
21
Louisiana State Department of Commerce and Industry, "A 
Report on Louisiana Tax Exemptions and Inducement Contracts,”
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jobs, many new families joined Louisiana's population, and additional 
children entered the school systems causing increased expenditures. 
Tax exemptions granted under Louisiana's industry inducement program 
prevented any increase in school revenue from these new industries.
Local school boards in Louisiana finance capital outlay pro­
jects almost exclusively through use of the property tax. Bonds 
are issued on the basis of taxes voted by property owners and are 
usually purchased by certain groups at fixed interest rates and 
later sold to various individuals through open bond markets. As 
an incentive for people to buy these bonds, governments have granted 
tax exemptions for interest earned. This procedure in effect is 
an advantage to school systems as an aid in selling their bond 
issues at favorable interest rates. This is one type of tax exemp­
tion that aids in securing school revenue rather than cause a loss 
of funds for education. Because of tax exemption, school district 
bonds usually carry a lower interest rate than do private corporation 
bonds. In terms of financing education, it is a subsidy by the 
federal and State government to local school systems, and the tax 
exempt feature may be classified as indirect aid to education. In 
1963, net bonded indebtedness of school boards in Louisiana amounted 
to $379,452,130. This figure is an indication of the importance of 
bonds in financing educational facilities and indicates the value of 
the tax exempt feature of these bonds in money markets.^2
22
Louisiana State Department of Education, oja. cit. , pp. 178-179.
8 5
Provi sions of the homestead tax exemption. An important tax 
exemption in Louisiana directly affecting school finances is the 
homestead exemption law, which was passed in 1934 during the depres­
sion as a means of preventing homeowners from losing their homes 
for non-payment of taxes. The law provides an assessment exemption
2 ^on each homestead up to $2,00(1 on State and local ad valorem taxes.
The State reimburses local government for revenue lost as a result 
of the exemption law. In districts assessing property at 25 per cent 
of true value, property would need to have a true value of $8,000 
or more before it exceeded the $2 ,0 0 0 exemption. Therefore, all 
property valued at $8,000 or less would bo covered under homestead 
exemption. This practice may cause a reduction in the assessed 
valuation of schoo3 districts and loss of revenues.
Property Tax Re 1ief Fund. Local governments are reimbursed 
for homestead exemptions through the State Property Tax Relief Fund. 
Tax revenues placed in this fund include the State income tax, al­
coholic beverage tax, and public utilities tax. Through this means 
of reimbursing local systems for property taxes, schools are receiving 
aid indirectly from these three sources of revenue. The exemption 
feature is a means of shifting the property tax burden to other 
groups. Where people receive tax relief through low assessments, 
they may be paying for this type of tax relief through paying other
2 1Act No. 54 of the 19 34 Regular Session of the Louisiana
Legi slature.
taxes. Inequities of low property assessments are partially offset 
through use of the Property Tax Relief Fund.
According to Dr. Bernard F. Sliger of Louisiana State Univer­
sity, the State is actually losing money on the property tax. The 
amount it collects from the tax is less than it pays out through 
the Property Tax Relief Fund for homestead exemptions. It is sug­
gested that the State give up the property tax and leave it entirely 
for use by local governmental units. Dr. Sliger also suggests the
abolition of the homestead exemption and industrial tax exemption 
24programs.
Other types of tax exempt ions affect ing school f inancing. 
Other types of tax exemptions affecting school financing include 
those for non-profit institutions. This category covers govern­
mental, religious, charitable, educational, and philanthropic 
purposes. Many of these institutions own large areas of property 
that do not come under property taxes. The exemptions of the
federal government may create important problems in some communi­
ties. Areas where defense plants, military installations, and 
other government projects are located do not receive any taxes 
from these properties. Special grants-in-aid by the federal gov­
ernment to these areas provide for loss of revenues caused by these
federal activities. These are payments in lieu of taxes.
Bernard F. Sliger, "Financing Public Education in Louisiana, 
Newsletter of The Visiting Teacher Associat ion of Louisiana, 17:19, 
February, 1962.
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Several school systems in Louisiana receive this type of 
aid as a result of exemptions granted by the federal government.
In some parishes, the federal government owns vast forest areas 
and gives local governments special payments in lieu of taxes on 
the property. Table VII shows school systems affected by this type 
of exemption during the 1962-63 fiscal year. The total amount re­
ceived in lieu of taxes was $215,483. Twelve school systems out 
of sixty-seven received funds for school operations from this 
revenue source.^
Table VIII shows school systems that received federal funds 
as a result of federal activities within the area for the fiscal 
year 1962-63, These funds were granted because of increased school 
expenditures as a result of location of these facilities. Funds 
were received for maintenance, operation, and capital outlay pur­
poses. A total of $1,319,109 was received for maintenance and 
operation of schools, while an additional amount of $80,629 was 
received for capital outlay.26
T,ouisiana State Department of Education, og. c i t . , 
pp. 46-47.
2 6Louisiana State Department of Education, o£>. cit . , 
pp. 48-49.
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Webster 2 , 137
Winn 19,409




SCHOOL SYSTEMS RECEIVING FEDERAL FUNDS FOR FEDERALLY 
AFFECTED AREAS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1962-1963
School system
Maintenance 
and operation Capital outlay
Beauregard $ 4 3,780 $
Bossier 518,674 68,908
Calcasieu 151,797
Grant 11 , 721




City Lake Charles 24,967
Tot.il $1,319,109 $80,629
CHAPTER IV
APPLICATION AND OPERATION OF EQUALIZATION 
FORMULA IN LOUISIANA
The Equalization Formula is applied within the following 
categories: ( 1) the cost program, (2 ) the support program, and
(3) the difference necessary to equalize. The cost program is 
made up of the following items: (1 ) teacher allotment and sal­
aries, (2) supervision allotment and cost, (3) visiting teacher 
allotment and cost, (4) transportation cost, and (*>) other cost 
amounts. Elements of the support program consist of: (1) per
educable amount, (2) five-mill constitutional tax, <3) rent, lease, 
royalties from school lands, and (4) severance tax receipts. The 
amount the cost program exceeds the support program is the amount 
necessary to equalize.
Cost program
Definition and purpose. The cost program is that phase of 
the minimum foundation program for education that provides a mini­
mum elementary and secondary education for all pupils. It consists 
of cost amounts used in the Equalization Formula for determining 
total educational costs of the minimum foundation program, with the 
State guaranteeing this minimum education to every child regardless 
of where the child lives. This level of education is made up of 
instructional, supervision, visiting teacher, fixed charges, and
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transportation costs necessary for providing minimum education to 
all children. This minimum cost program in the Equalization Formula 
is not necessarily a maximum educational program. Local school 
boards may develop educational programs beyond the minimum guar­
anteed by the State. The cost program amounts are actual educa­
tional costs used in allocating State funds. There are educational 
costs not included in the cost program. These include such costs 
as adult education, capital outlay, arui special education, which 
are supported by special grants from the State or by local funds.
Due to revenue patterns, nature and type of program, tax structure, 
and past traditions, these educational costs are financed with monies 
other than Equalization Funds. Since a large portion of school funds 
is received through equaIization distribution, the cost program plays 
an important role in maintaining a minimum level of education. If 
elements of the cost program are not correctly defined and adequately 
determined, a minimum level of education may not he furnished. The 
total amount for cost items included in the minimum foundation pro­
gram is determined by application of objective formulas.
Teacher allotment. The number of teachers included in the 
cost program is determined by application of pupil-teacher ratio 
schedules, as shown in Table IX.* The schedule for elementary
^Louisiana State Department of Education, "Budget Letter for 
Parish and City School Boards, 1964-65," Bulletin No. D-16 (Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State Department of Education, 1964), Exhibit V.
(Mimeographed.)
TABLE IX
SCHEDULE OF PUPIL-TEACHER RATIOS FOR USE 
IN ALLOTTING PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS
Elementary Teachers Secondary Teachers
A. D. M. Ratio allotted  A. D. M. Ratio allotted
0 - 30 20 to 1 1 0 - 22 15 to 1 1
31 - 53 21 to 1 2 23 - 3? 1 5 to 1 2
54 - 78 22 to 1 3 38 - 52 15 to 1 3
79 - 105 23 to 1 4 53 - 71 16 to 1 4
106 - 134 24 to 1 5 72 - 9 3 17 to 1 5
135 - 165 25 to 1 6 94 - 116 18 to 1 6
166 - 198 26 to 1 7 117 - 142 19 to 1 7
199 - 233 27 to 1 8 143 - 161 19 to 1 8
234 - 270 28 to 1 9 162 - 189 20 to 1 9
271 - 309 29 to I 10 190 - 209 20 to 1 10
310 - 350 30 to 1 11 210 - 240 21 to 1 11
351 and over, one teache r to 241 - 262 21 to 1 12
each 30 pupils or major 263 - 283 21 to 1 13
fract ion thereof 284 - 318 22 to 1 14
319 - 356 23 to 1 15
357 - 395 24 to 1 16
396 - 437 25 to 1 17
438 and over, one teacher to
each 25 pupils or major 
fraction thereof
Proviso: Schools below 105 A.D.M., 12 or more miles from another
school, allotted one teacher for each secondary grade.
One additional teacher allotted to serve as principal for schools 
with seven or more teachers. One additional teacher allotted for 
schools with fifteen or more teachers.
Vocational and Specialized Teacher Allotment -- Grades 9-12
Size of School Number Number
A .D . M ♦_______  Vocational Teachers Specialized Teachers
40 to 75 1 O
76 to 150 1 1
151 to 300 2 2
301 and over One additional teacher (vocational) and one
additional (specialized) teacher for each 
additional 3(X) pupils or major fraction 
thereof
9 3
schools is applicable to all elementary schools or departments of 
grades one through eight, or any combination of these grades. The 
pupil-teacher ratio ranges from 20 to 1 up to 30 to 1. The secondary 
school schedule is applicable to Junior and senior high schools or 
departments by grades seven through twelve, or any combination of 
these grades. This schedule includes a range from 15 to 1 up to a 
25 to 1 ratio. Additional features of the allotment schedules are 
included to provide for special policies of the State Roard of Ed u ­
cation. One provision of the schedule is to take care of high 
schools located twelve or more miles from another high school and 
having less than 105 average daily membership. The schedule pro­
vides for an allotment of one teacher for each secondary grade 
included in these schools. Other features of the pupil-teacher 
allotment schedule allow additional allotments for principals, 
vocational teachers, and specialized teachers. One principal is 
allotted for schools with seven or more teachers. An extra teacher 
is allotted for schools with fifteen or more teachers. Vocational 
and specialized teachers are allotted to each school with average 
daily membership in grades nine through twelve. Schools with an 
average daily membership of forty to seventy-five are allotted one 
vocational teacher. Schools with an average daily membership from 
76 to 150 are allotted one vocational and one specialized teacher. 
Schools with an average daily membership of 151 to 300 are allotted 
two vocational and two specialized teachers. Schools with an 
average daily membership of 301 and over are allotted one additional
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vocational and one additional specialized teacher for each addi­
tional 300 pupils or major fraction thereof.
Pupi1-teacher rat io schedules. The average daily membership 
for a school year is used in applying pupil-teacher ratio schedules. 
Use of average daily membership instead of registration or average 
daily attendance tends to offset seasonal fluctuations in attend­
ance in determining the number of teachers needed. It is also more 
realistic as to actual number of children being provided for in the 
educational program. Teachers and facilities must be provided for 
the maximum number of students enrolled even though all do not 
attend every school day.
Pupil-teacher ratio schedules are applied to average daily 
membership of each elementary and secondary school according to 
the nature of school organization. School organizations include 
the following: 6-6 , 8-4, 7-5, 6-3-3, and 6-2-4. School organiza­
tions may include separate facilities for elementary, junior high, 
and senior high schools. The school organization is an important 
factor in application of pupil-teacher ratio schedules. A change 
in school organization may mean a different ratio schedule applied 
to the average membership of the school. An organization of 6-6 
means that the average daily membership for grades one through six 
would be applicable to elementary school pupil-teacher ratio sched­
ule. Grades seven through twelve, or any combination thereof, 
would be listed as secondary; and the pupil-teacher ratio schedule 
for high schools would be applicable. A school with a 7-5
^5
organization is allotted teachers according to the elementary pupil- 
teacher ratio schedule for the first seven grades. Changing from 
a 6-6 to a 7-5 organization would cause the application of the ele­
mentary school ratio schedule to grade seven instead of the high 
school ratio schedule. When the elementary ratio schedule is uti­
lized, a ratio of 30 to 1 applies, whereas a ratio of 25 to 1 
applies for the high school ratio schedule. A change in school 
organization may increase or decrease the number of teachers 
a 1lot ted.
Pupil-teacher ratio schedules are applied to individual 
schools within the parish. Ratio schedules for regular teachers 
are applied to each school in determining the number to be allotted. 
Principals and extra teachers are allotted upon the number of regular 
teachers allotted to each school. Vocational and specialized teach­
ers are allotted to individual schools with grades nine through 
twelve. The total number of regular teachers, principals, voca­
tional, and special teachers gives the grand total allotted to each 
school. The sum of the total number of teachers allotted each 
school determines the total teachers allotted to each system.
The total number of teachers allotted is compared to the 
total number of teachers employed in the entire school system. If 
teachers allotted exceed teachers employed, a deduction is made to 
allow only teachers employed. On the other hand, when teachers 
employed exceed teachers allotted, the number allowed would be the 
number allotted. The number of teachers allotted and employed used 
in the cost program of the Equalization Formula cannot exceed the
‘*6
number of teachers allotted. The number used can be less than the 
total allotted if the school system employs fewer than the number 
allotted. in the cost program, a school system is allowed the 
number of teachers employed up to but not exceeding the number of 
teachers allotted based on pupil-teacher ratio allotment schedules.
Understaffing and overstaff ing of schools. Under staffing 
and overstaffing in schools occur when pupil-teacher ratios are not 
maintained according to pupil-teacher ratio schedules. When schools 
are overstaffed, teachers with lowest salaries are deducted from 
allotment in the cost program. This practice gives school systems 
credit for teachers with highest salaries to be included in the 
cost program for equalization distribution. The school system 
then must furnish funds from local sources to pay salaries of 
teachers deducted from the cost program.
Teacher allotments are made on the basis of average daily 
membership in white and Negro schools separately. average daily 
membership of each school is listed by race and under staffing or 
overstaffing of teachers in either race is not allowed to be shifted 
to the other. Teachers are allotted and employed separately for 
white and Negro schools within the parish. School boards receive 
the number of teachers allowed in the cost program and make allo­
cations to individual schools. Local school boards have authority 
to distribute teachers allotted among schools, and may make changes 
in teacher assignments in order to maintain proper pupil-teacher 
rat ios .
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Special education teacher allotmgnt. Special education 
teachers may be included in the equalization cost program, but must 
be included in the school system's allotment of teachers on the 
same basis as regular teachers. Special education teachers are 
the first ones to be deducted from the equalization cost program 
when a system is overstaffed. Separate State grants for special 
education classes are allowed for those systems that have State- 
approved programs of special education. However, funds for salaries 
received through these special grants are not as high as they would 
lie under the Equalization Formula. Special education grants limit 
salaries to the beginning teacher’s salary; whereas, salaries in 
the Equalization Formula are based on the State -.alary schedule 
according to the degree and experience of the teacher.
Teacher salary scnedu1 o s. The State minimum salary schedule 
for teachers was first passed in l^ -ld with the latest revision being 
made .during the 1904 special legislative session. The now salary 
schedule adopted during thi-. legislative session provided for imple­
mentation of on 1v one-half the increases allowed in the new schedule. 
Table X shows the new minimum salary schedule for public elementary 
and secondary school teachers."
The amount set up in the cost program of the Equalization 
Formula for teacher salaries is based upon application of the State
2


















1964 STATE MINIMUM SALARY SCHEDULE FOR PUBLIC 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
Two yrs. Three yrs. Bachelor's Master's Master's 
college college______degree degree____ + 30 hr s.
$2400 $2800 $4400 $4600 $4600
2500 2900 4600 4800 4800
2600 3000 4800 5000 5000
2800 3200 5000 5200 5200
3000 3400 5200 . 5400 5400
3200 3600 5400 5 700 57 50
3400 3800 5600 6000 6100
3600 4100 5800 6300 6450
3900 4400 6000 6600 6800
4 2 CXI 4 700 6300 6900 71 50






salary schedule to the number of teachers allocated under pupil- 
teacher ratio tables. Equalization funds for current school year 
operations are based upon data from the previous school year; hence, 
distribution of funds through equalization is actually a reimburse­
ment of school costs to local school boards for costs incurred during 
the previous fiscal year. Teacher salaries are based on degree and 
years of experience of teachers employed during the preceding school 
session. Lists of teachers employed at the close of the school year 
furnish the necessary information for application of the State salary 
schedule in determining costs used in the Equalization Formula.
Prior to 1956, teacher salaries allowed in the cost program 
was an equal amount per teacher allotted and employed. This p r a c ­
tice did not take into consideration actual salaries being paid 
teachers according to salary schedules. Teachers were receiving 
salaries different than the amount allowed in the Equalization 
Formula. Local school systems benefited financially when most of 
their teachers were being paid less than amounts allowed in the 
equalization distribution. Use of the State minimum salary sched­
ule in determining teacher costs allowed actual teacher salaries 
to be utilized in the cost program.
Variat ions in teacher salary amounts. Variations in teacher 
salary costs among local school systems exist due to differences 
in degrees and experience of teachers. School systems with equal 
numbers of teachers allotted in the cost program may receive 
different amounts because of variations in degrees and experience.
loo
Systems where most teachers hold master's degrees and maximum ex­
perience receive more funds for teacher salaries than those where 
teachers have less training and experience. Tables XI and XII 
show the rank of school systems for white and Negro teachers 
according to per cent of degree teachers.^ School systems with 
stable enrollments have less turnover in teachers than those with 
fast-growing population enabling them to maintain a teaching staff 
with higher degrees and experience. Systems employing new teachers 
each school year usually hire beginners with less teaching expe­
rience and lower degrees. The State salary schedule for teachers 
reflects these variations in allowing fund- for salaries in The 
cost program.
Since local school boards are reimbursed for salaries of 
teachers employed for the preceding year, any changes made in cur­
rent teachers employed would not affect teacher costs in the 
Equalization Formula. If a Ti-acher resigns at the end of the 
school year and is ref* laced by a teacher with hi uher training and 
experience f or the current year, local school boards must bear the 
additional cost, incurred for the current year. However, if condi­
tions were reversed and a teacher with less training and experience 
is employed, local school, boards would pay the salary based upon 
the new teacher's qualifications. Generally, these conditions may
1 . .
Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual Sta t i st i cal 
Kepor t for Publi c F.ducation, Part I_, 19b i-64 (Baton Rouge: Moran's
Publishing Company, 1964), pp. 7-14.
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TABLE XI
WHITE TEACHERS (REGULAR) RANK ACCORDING TO PER CENT





Lincoln 100.0 43.8 56.2
Union 100.0 65.9 34. 1
Winn 100.0 58.0 42.0
Caddo 99.5 65.2 34. 3
Richland 99.4 60.2 39.2
Natchitoches 99 . 1 47.9 51 . 2
City Lake Charles 99 .0 60.5 38 . 5
Morehouse 99 .O 69.0 30.0
City Monroe 98 . 7 64 .6 34. 1
East Baton Rouge 98.6 59.0 39.6
Ouachita 98. 5 65 .5 33.0
DeSoto 98 .4 50. 7 47. 7
City Bogalusa 98 . 3 50.2 48. i
Tensas 98. 3 70.0 28.3
Rapides 97.9 71.7 24 .2
Franklin 97.9 73.7 24 .2
Lafayette 97.8 68.9 28.9
East Carroll 97. 1 68 . 1 29.0
Claiborne 97. 1 58 .0 39 .1
Tangipahoa 96.9 66 . 3 30.6
Jackson 96.8 59.0 37.8
Webster 96.4 67.6 28 .8
Bossier 96. 1 66.8 29.3
Grant 96.0 71 .O 25.0
Concordia 95 .6 70.0 25.6
Caldwe11 95 . 6 6 8 . 1 27.5
Calcasieu 95.6 76.5 19. 1
Bienvi1le 95.2 56.6 38.6
West Carroll 95. 1 63.8 31.3
St . Tammany 94 ,8 69.8 25 .0
St. Helena 94. 7 68.4 26. 3
Sabine 94. 3 46.0 48. 3
S t . Mart in 94 . 1 75.4 18.7
Red River 93. 7 57.8 .35.9
LaSalle 93. 1 75.5 17.6
Madison 92.6 60.2 32.4
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TABLE XI (continued)
WHITE TEACHERS (REGULAR) RANK ACCORDING TO PER CENT




teachers B . A . M . A .
Vernon 92.4 71 .2 21 .2
Jefferson Oavis 92.2 69.6 22.6
Livingston 91.5 67.8 23.7
Acadia 91 . 1 72.8 18.3
Cameron 90.9 76.1 14 .8
Iberville 90.8 58.4 32 .4
Beauregard 90. 7 69.4 21.3
Washington 90.4 58.0 32.4
Catahoula 90.4 65.7 24. 7
West Baton Rouge 90.0 60.0 30.0
Vermilion 89.8 70.1 19. 7
S t . Landry 89. 7 65. 1 24.6
S t . Bernard . 89 .6 72.0 17.6
Iber ia 89 .4 71 .2 18.2
Al len 89. 3 69.0 20.3
Or leans 86.4 57.8 28.6
Terrebonne 85.4 72 .4 13.0
Pointe Coupee 84 . 3 55.8 28.5
St. Ma r y 8 3.2 67 .O 16.2
Ascension 82.9 59.0 23.9
Laf ourche 82.9 62.3 20.6
Jefferson 82. 3 68.7 13,6
Avoyelles 82 .O 56.4 25.6
S t . James 79.3 60.8 18.5
Evangeline 79.1 58.2 20.9
West Feliciana 78.9 60.5 18.4
P iaquemines 78.9 60.0 18.9
St. Charles 78.7 64. 5 14.2
Assumption 75.2 56. 7 18.5
East Feliciana 71.6 53.7 17.9




NEGRO TEACHERS (REGULAR) RANK ACCORDING TO PER CENT




teachers B.A. M . A .
Lincoln 100.0 49.6 50.4
City Lake Charles 100.0 61 .1 38.9
East Baton Rouge 100.0 72.6 27.4
Bienvi1le 100.0 75.0 25.0
West Baton Rouge 100.0 76.6 23.4
Caddo lOO .0 79.6 20.4
Ouachi ta 1 (X). o 81.2 18.8
Beauregard 100.0 83.9 16. 1
Union 100.0 83.6 16.4
Ascension 1 00 . o 85.3 14.7
Caneron 100.0 85. 7 14.3
Terrebonne 100.0 85.0 15.0
West Carroll 100.0 8 6 . 5 13.5
Caldwell 100.0 8 6 . 5 13.5
Pointe Coupee 100.0 89. 1 10.9
Catahoula 100.0 91.1 8.9
Avoyelles lOO .0 91.4 8.6
Winn 100.0 96.6 3.4
West Feliciana 100.0 98 . 6 1.4
City Monroe 99.5 86.4 13.1
S t . Landry 99. 5 81 . 7 17.8
Natchitoches 99.5 85.9 13.6
Webster 99 .4 79.7 19. 7
DeSoto 99.4 77.6 21.8
I be r i a 99.4 79.3 2 0 . 1
Lafayette 99.4 86.0 13.4
St. Tammany 99.2 90.2 9.0
Madison 99 .2 92.4 6.8
Rapides 99. 1 89.3 9.8
City Bogalusa 99.0 85.4 13.6
Evangeline 99.0 8 8 . 7 10.3
Bossier 98.9 85.9 13.0
Jackson 98.6 80.6 18.0
St t _Helena 98.6 8 6 . 1 12.5
Assumption 98.6 95.8 2.8
Richland 98.4 81 .9 16.5
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TABLE XII (continued)
NEGRO TEACHERS (REGULAR) RANK ACCORDING TO PER CENT




teachers B.A. M . A .
Claiborne 98.3 81.7 16.6
Red River 98. 3 90.0 8.3
Ibervi1le 98.2 81 . 2 17.0
Calcas ieu 98.2 84.6 13.6
Morehouse 98.2 92 .4 5.8
Vermi1 ion 98.1 75 .O 23.1
St . Martin 98 . 1 89 .4 8.7
Or leans 97.8 77. 5 20.3
Grant 97.8 83.0 14.8
Franklin 97.7 90.8 6.9
Tensas 97.2 90. 3 6.9
Washington 97. 1 83.3 13.8
East Feliciana 97. 1 90. 5 6.6
Acadia 96.9 78.4 18. 5
Concordia 96,8 90.5 6.3
Vernon 96. 7 80.0 16.7
Al len 96.6 89 . 7 6.9
Sabine 96. 5 77.2 19.3
St. Ma r y 96. 5 87.1 9.4
East Carroll 96.S 93.0 3 . 5
Lafourche 96.2 84.6 11.6
Jefferson Davis 95 . 3 79. 1 16.2
LaSalle 95.0 90.0 5.0
S t . Charles 94.9 88.6 6.3
Tangipahoa 94 .6 91 .0 3.6
Jefferson 93.8 87.0 6.8
Livingston 92 . 5 88.7 3.8
St. James 90. 2 82 . 1 8 . 1
St. Bernard 89.3 85.7 3.6
Plaquemines 85.5 82.6 2.9
St. John 73.8 68.9 4.9
State 9B . 1
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balance themselves out and school boards would not incur extra 
costs for teacher salaries not included in the cost program.
The use of current school data. Because prior year school 
data are utilized in allowing teacher salary costs in the Equaliza- 
tion Formula, local school boards have to pay salaries of all 
additional teachers employed for the current year from local funds. 
This proviso means that school systems pay all salaries for added 
teachers out of local funds for one year before receiving reimburse­
ment from the State equalization distribution. In an effort to aid 
local systems needing more teachers, the State Legislature appro­
priated extra funds in 1962 to be distributed on the basis of 
current educational data. Additional teachers employed during a 
current school term are allowed a specified amount for salaries 
according to allotment based on increased average daily membership. 
The salary amount allowed is not based on training and experience 
according to the State salary schedule, but upon the estimated 
average beginning salary of teachers employed. When a school system 
employs new teachers for salaries above the amount allowed in the 
current equalization distribution, the difference between the amount 
received from the State and amount due the teacher is paid from 
local funds.
Teacher salary costs are the largest single cost item of the 
minimum foundation program, making up over seventy-five per cent of 
the total cost program of the equalization distribution.for the 
1964-65 school year. Salaries usually comprise the largest item
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of local school board budgets, thus pointing out the importance of 
using current data in distributing school funds. Teacher salaries 
in the equalization distribution based on the State salary schedule 
and current school data make it possible for amounts allowed to 
reflect actual teacher costs in school systems.
Supervisors' salaries and allotment basis. Supervision is 
included as a cost item in the minimum foundation program. The 
amount allocated is based upon application of a formula prescribed 
by policies of the Louisiana State Bpard of Education, policies 
which are formulated upon recommendations of professional people 
at State and local levels. The present formula used in allotting 
supervisors for the cost program was set up in 1956 and was part 
of the over-all changes made in the Equalization Formula in an 
effort to improve efficiency and equity of distributing State 
funds.
Application of the supervisors' allotment schedule is made
on the basis of the total number of teachers allotted and employed.
The total number of white and Negro teachers allotted and employed
is combined in arriving at the number of teachers used in allotting
supervisors. The allotment schedule allows one supervisor of in- 
♦
struction for as many as forty teachers allotted and employed: one 
additional supervisor of instruction is allowed when the number of 
teachers equals 150, or major fraction thereof. In addition to 
these features, the schedule allows one extra supervisor for each 
additional 150 teachers allotted and employed in the system, thus
1 C "
allowing a school system with from 75 to 150 teachers to receive 
two supervisors. However, a system must employ 300 teachers before 
being allotted as many as three supervisors. The allotment schedule 
takes into consideration the size of school systems in providing 
adequate numbers of supervisors. The ratio is greater in the first 
two categories of the schedule in order to allow at least a minimum 
number of supervisors in all school systems.*1
In order for supervisors allotted by the schedule to be in­
cluded in the cost program, they must have been employed in the 
preceding school year. A school system will be allowed the1 number 
of supervisors allotted up to, but not beyond, the number of super­
visors employed for the previous school year. The maximum number 
of supervisors allowed cannot exceed the total number employed.
If the number of supervisors allotted is less than the number 
employed, a deduction i «■ made to allow only the number allotted.
Only supervisors classified as general supervisors of instruction 
can be counted in the cost program. Supervisors of spoci.il areas, 
transportation, school lunch, and others are not included in classi­
fications applicable to the supervision cost item in the Equalization 
Formula.
After the total numbei of supervisors allotted and employed 
has been determined, this number is multiplied by a set figure in 
arriving at the amount allowed for supervision cost. The sum of
^Louisiana State Department of Education, o£. ci t ., 
Exhi bit I V .
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$8,000 is allowed for each supervisor included in the equalization 
cost program, a figure set by use of the maximum teacher salary as 
a base amount and employment on a twelve-month basis. Since there 
is no State salary schedule for supervisors, local school boards 
may set the salary of supervisors over and above the amount allo­
cated in the Equalization Formula. There were 220 supervisors 
included in the 1964-65 equalization distribution, and the amount 
in the cost program was $1,760,000.
Visit ing teacher s ' sala r ies and a 1lotment basi s . Visiting 
teachers are included as a cost item in providing educational 
services in child attendance. The visiting teacher program main­
tains an up-to-date listing of educable children for all school 
systems except the City of Monroe. A schedule provides for visiting 
teachers to be allotted on the basis of the number of educable chil­
dren within each local school system, with school systems having 
fewer than 15,000 educables being allotted one visiting teacher.
Those having more than 15,000 educables, but fewer than 30,000, 
are allotted two visiting teachers. For each additional 15,000 
educables over 30,000, there is allotted one additional visiting 
teacher; thus, a school system must have at least 45,000 educables 
in order to be allotted three visiting teachers.^
The number of visiting teachers allowed in the cost program 
is based upon the number allotted by schedule and the number employed
5 Ibid.
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in each school system. Visiting teachers must have been employed 
the previous year in order to be allowed in the equalization cost 
program. The total number placed in the cost program cannot exceed 
the total number allotted or the total number employed. Deductions 
are made when the number employed exceeds the number allotted and 
also when the number allotted exceeds the number employed. In 
order for visiting teachers to be allowed in' the cost program, they 
must meet certification requirements set up by the State Board of 
Education. If a school system employs a visiting teacher who does 
not meet certification standards, the system does not receive funds 
for the visiting teacher from the equalization distribution. This 
is a means of enforcement of minimum requirements for visiting 
teachers.
' Total cost of the visiting teacher program is determined by 
multiplying the number allowed by $8,000, a figure per visiting 
teacher which does not set a salary schedule for them; it is a 
minimum amount set up in the cost program as part of the cost of 
a minimum foundation program of education. Each school system may 
pay visiting teachers more than the $8,000 allocated in the Equal­
ization Formula, but any amount above the base figure comes out of 
local funds. There were ninety-five visiting teachers allowed in 
the 1964-65 equalization distribution. Salary allotment in the 
cost program amounted to $760,000, approximately .37 per cent of 
the total cost of the minimum foundation program. Every school 
system in the State except one receives credit for at least one
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visiting teacher in the cost program. Fifty-three school systems 
were allowed only one visiting teacher in the 1964-65 distribution 
of State equalization funds; ten systems received an allotment of 
two, two systems received four, and one system received an allot­
ment of eleven visiting teachers. Only thirteen school systems 
receive more than one visiting teacher allotment in the equaliza­
tion cost program.
transportation costs. this cost item is based upon State 
salary and operational cost schedules adopted by the State Board 
of Education and recommended to the State Legislature. It is the 
responsibility of the Legislature to approve schedules and appro­
priate adequate funds for implementation. A new bus operators' 
salary schedule was adopted in the special legislative session of 
1964, but funds were provided for only one-half implementation of 
increases allowed in the new schedule. It provides a salary of 
$1,980 for drivers of vehicles less than fourteen feet in length; 
those drivers with vehicles of fourteen feet in length, or more, 
receive a salary of $2,640. These salaries were increased from 
$ 1,800 and $2,400, respectively. The operational cost phase of 
the schedule is based upon length of the vehicle and number of 
miles traveled. There are seven different categories of vehicle 
length, ranging from less than fourteen feet to a classification of 
twenty-eight feet or more. A specified amount is allowed for each 
category according to the number of miles traveled. Table XIII
STATE MINIMUM
TABLE XIII





First six Next six Next six Next six Next six
Length Base miles mi les mi les mi les miles
of bus pay_ 0 - 6.0 6.1 - 12.0 12.1 - 1B.0 18.1 - 24.0 24.1 -
28 ft. $2640 38C 34 C 28C 20C 18C
26 ft. 2640 36 32 28 19 18
23 ft. 2640 34 30 28 19 18
21 ft. 2640 32 28 26 18 18
19 ft. 2640 30 26 24 18 ;17
17 ft. 2640 30 24 22 17 16
14 ft. 2640 20 18 14 12 10
14 ft. or 
less 1980 20 18 14 12 10
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shows the operational cost schedule for each classification of 
vehicles operated.**
Lists containing names of bus drivers, length of vehicles, 
and number of miles traveled are secured from all school systems 
in the State. The State'minimum salary schedule for bus drivers 
is applied to this list in arriving at total transportation costs 
for each school system. This total cost is made up of two factors, 
a base salary and the cost of operating the vehicle. The opera­
tional cost schedule includes cost items such as insurance, d e p r e ­
ciation of vehicle, tires, oil, gas, and general maintenance.
There are many transportation routes operated by local 
school boards that are not covered by the State salary schedule. 
These routes are generally classified as feeder routes located in 
remote areas and bring children out to main bus routes. Many dif­
ferent types of vehicles are used in operating these routes, in­
cluding cars, trucks, and motor boats. Local school boards are 
allowed to contract for these services and pay amounts as conditions 
warrant, which are included in total transportation costs. The 
actual cost of transportation based upon the State salary schedule 
and amounts for feeder routes make up total transportation costs 
allowed in the cost program. Local school boards are authorized 
to pay above the State salary schedule from local funds. Trans­
portation cost is the third largest single item in the cost program,
Act No. 27 of the 1964 Special Session of the Louisiana 
Legislature.
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with the 1964-65 equalization distribution amounting to $20,453,849. 
Transportation costs for each system are based upon cost data for 
the preceding school year.^
Louisiana's school transportation system consists mainly of 
three types -- private, public, and jointly operated systems. In 
school systems where private owners operate the buses, the total 
salary and operational costs are paid to the private owner. Where 
transportation systems are publicly owned, the local school board 
receives the operational cost phase and drivers the salary part of 
the schedule. In systems with buses jointly owned and operated by 
school board ami drivers, a proper distribution of funds received 
is made between board and drivers. Equalization funds for trans­
portation costs based upon the State salary schedule are sent to 
local school boards for proper distribution to each school bus 
operator.
Other cost -- i terns included and basi s for allocation.
This cost item of the Equalization Formula includes many expendi­
ture categories for educational services. It is the only item of 
the cost program not specifically allocated to a particular educa­
tional expense, and takes into consideration expenditures made by 
local school boards for general control, teaching materials and 
supplies, operation of plant, maintenance of plant, fixed charges.
Louisiana State Department of Education, o£. ci t ., 
Exhibit VI.
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and auxiliary agencies, excluding transportation. These items are 
included in the Equalization Formula as part of the cost program 
for maintaining a minimum education program.
The present Equalization Formula allocates a set amount for 
"other cost" in the minimum program and is determined on the basis 
of average daily membership in each school system. For the 1964-65 
school year, each school system was allowed $33 per average daily 
membership for "other cost" in the equalization distribution.0 
Average cost of these expenditure items amounts to approximately 
$40 per average daily membership for the State as a whole. Requests 
made to the State Legislature for increasing "other cost" allotment 
in the cost program are usually granted on the basis of available 
funds. The actual cost of these items above the amount allocated 
in the equalization distribution comes from local sources of reve­
nue. The actual amount for "other cost" items allowed in the cost 
program varies and depends upon the figure set by the State dudget 
Committee and approved by the Legislature. Every school system 
receives the same amount per average daily membership for "other 
cost" items.
The "other cost" phase of the cost program is the second 
largest cost item in the minimum foundation program and is an indi­
cation of its importance to the distribution of State school funds. 
The "other cost" distribution is based upon average daily membership
8Ibid.
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for the preceding school session and the 1964-65 equalization dis­
tribution utilized 758,413.7 average daily membership in allocating 
these funds. The total average daily membership times $33 amounted 
to $25,027,652.9
Total cost program. The total cost program is made up of 
costs for each item allowed in the minimum foundation program.
Totals for teacher salaries, supervision, visiting teachers, trans­
portation, and "other cost" items combine to become the cost program 
of the Equalization Formula. These cost items and amounts are based 
upon approved schedules and policies of the State Board of Education. 
Total cost of the minimum foundation program for the 1964-65 equal­
ization distribution was $202,664,201, a sum which shows the im­
portance of items in the cost program to public school programs so 
that a minimum education might be furnished to all children of the 
State as defined in the State Equalization Formula.^
Support program
Definit ion and purpose. The support program consists of 
revenue sources used in arriving at the amount of funds local school 
boards are required to furnish toward supporting the cost of the 
minimum foundation program for education. Revenue items in the 




(2) five-mill constitutional tax; (3) severance tax; and (4) rent 
or lease of school lands. Revenue sources not used in the support 
program are those dedicated to educational services not included in 
the cost program of the Equalization Formula. The support program 
is the amount local school boards must contribute to the minimum 
educational program in order to participate in the equalization 
d i str ibut ion.
Support items selected for use in the formula are actual 
revenues received by school systems in the State and are available 
to local school boards for supporting a minimum program. Revenues 
from each support item accrue to local school boards in accordance 
with established laws and policies of the State Legislature and 
the State Board of Education, Amounts received from support items 
are not dependent upon the vote of local voters and are not voted 
upon by electors at the local level. Funds authorized directly 
by local voters are excluded from the support program and are allo­
cated to other educational services.
The purpose of the support program is to determine the amount 
of local funds to be used toward financing a minimum educational 
program for every child in the State. It is not the purpose of the 
equalization support program to limit the extent to which local 
school boards can go in supporting education at the local level, 
for every local system is encouraged to increase its financial 
support for education within its legal limits of taxation. Local 
school boards contribute varying amounts to the support program, 
contributions based on rates and schedules of support items. Some
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school systems receive large amounts from support items, while 
others receive little or no funds from certain items in the support 
program. However, all school systems' contributions to the support 
program are based upon equal rates and actual amounts received. 
Elements of the support program are added, changed, and deleted as 
revenue patterns and tax structures of local school boards are 
altered. If the support program does not correctly reflect finan­
cial conditions of local systems, it may alter the effectiveness of 
the equalization distribution. Changes in support items may cause 
unequal effort among local school boards in supporting education.
Per educable. Local school boards receive funds from the 
State on the basis of the number of educables in each school system. 
These funds serve as basic amounts of State aid to local systems 
for school support. The distribution of per educable funds is made 
in. accordance with the number of educable children and not on the 
basis of the wealth of the area. Every school board receives per 
educable money for all educable children in the parish regardless 
of whether the children attend public school or not. At first 
glance, this method of distribution seems unfair to systems where 
most of the children attend public schools. In offsetting the 
effects of this method of distributing State funds, the per educable 
money received by local school boards is included as a support item 
in the Equalization Formula. The end result is to nullify the 
advantage of receiving per educable funds for children not in public 
schools.
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The State Constitution requires that the State Public School 
Fund be at least ten million dollars and to be distributed on the 
basis of three-fourths for the per educable fund and one-fourth for 
equalization aid.** In 1962, the Legislature appropriated the mini­
mum amount required for per educable distribution and utilized the 
equalization method in allocating the remaining school funds to 
local systems. This procedure allocated $7,500,000 for distribu­
tion on a per educable basis. This amount is divided by the total 
number of educables in the State to arrive at a set amount for 
each educable. There were 1,032,410 educables in Louisiana as of 
January 1, 1964, on the basis of a continuing census of educables 
maintained by the State Department of Education from information 
submitted by local school boards. On this basis, per educable 
funds are utilized toward supporting a minimum education program 
through the Equalization Formula. Table XIV shows the per educable 
distribution for the 1964-65 school year.^
Five-mi11 constitutional tax. Local school boards are au­
thorized by the State Constitution to levy a five-mill tax on taxable
^Louisiana State Department of Education, Louisiana School 
Laws, Volume I, Bulletin No. 972 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State
Department of Education, 1962), pp. 26-27.
^^Louisiana State Department of Education, "Budget Letter for 
Parish and City School Boards, 1964-65," Bulletin No. D-16 (Baton 




PER EDUCABLE DISTRIBUTION 




January 1, 1964 Number X $7.264555 74
Acadia 15 ,424 $ 112,048.51
A1 len 6,182 44,909.48
Ascension 10,395 75,515.06
Assumption 6 , 17'J 44,844.10
Avoyelles 13 ,426 97,533.93
Beauregard 7,208 52,362.92
Bienville 5 ,216 37,891.92
Bos sier 19,767 143 ,598.47
Caddo 66,535 483,347.22
Calcas ieu 34,092 247,663.23
Caldwel1 2 ,903 21 ,089.01
Cameron 1 ,931 14,027.86
Catahoula 3 , 770 27,387.38
Claiborne 6 ,018 43,718.10
Concordia 7,613 55,305.06
DeSoto 7,563 54 ,941.84
East Baton Rouge 72,273 525,031.24
East Carroll 4,961 36,039.46
East Feliciana 4 ,564 33,155.43
Evangeline 10,180 73 ,953,18
Franklin 8 ,866 64,407.55
Grant 4,228 30,714.54
Iberia 16,952 123,148.75
Ibervi lie 10,694 77,687.16
Jackson 4 ,831 35,095.07
Jef fer son 78,218 568,219.02
Jefferson Davis 9, 161 66,550.60
Lafayette 28,272 205,383.52
Lafourche 18,275 132,759.76
LaSalle 3 , 763 27,336.52






PER EDUCABLE DISTRIBUTION 
WHITE AND NEGRO 
1964-1965
Number educables
Parish January 1, 1964 Number X $7.26455574
Natchitoches 10,898 $ 79,169.13
Orleans 165,828 1,204,666.75
Ouachita 35 ,118 255 ,116.67
Plaquemines 7,489 54,404.26
Pointe Coupee 7,996 58,087.39
Rapides 34 ,463 250,358.38
Red River 3 ,183 23 , 123.08
Richland 8 ,156 59,249.72
Sabine 5 ,634 40,928.51
S t . Bernard 13 ,705 99,560.74
S t . Charles 7,945 57,716.90
St. Helena 3,095 22 ,483.80
St. James 6,326 45 ,955.58
S t . John 6,625 48,127.68
S t . Landry 27,450 199 ,412.05
St. Ma r t i n 9 , 770 70,974.71
S t . Mary 17,207 125,001.21
St. Tammany 16,212 117 ,772.98
Tangipahoa 21 ,325 154,916.65
Tensas 4 ,063 29,515.89
Terrebonne 21,420 155,606.78
Un ion 5 ,244 38,095.33
Vermilion 12 ,435 90,334.75
Vernon 7 ,901 57,397.25
Washington 6,904 50, 154.49
Webster 11,948 86,796.91
West Baton Rouge 5 ,010 36,395.42
West Carroll 4 , 7 36 34 ,404.94
West Feliciana 3 , 148 22 ,868.82
Winn 4 ,465 32,436.24
City Lake Charles 6,528 47,423.02
City Monroe -0- -0-
City Bogalusa 7,136 51,839.86
Total 1,032,410 $7,500,000.00
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property for school support without a vote of the people. 33 This 
item is included in the support program because funds from this 
source are available for school support upon action by school 
boards. However, other revenues received from property taxes are 
not utilized in the support program because they are levied by a 
vote of the people for specific educational purposes.
The amount included in the support program is the net amount 
collected from five mills on one hundred per cent assessed valua­
tion for the prior fiscal year or ninety per cent of the assessment, 
whichever is smaller. This procedure is utilized in determining 
amounts to be included because State law requires local school 
boards to reimburse a percentage to the sheriff’s office for col­
lection fees and pension funds. Local systems that pay less than 
ten per cent in collection fees still are charged only ninety per 
cent of the funds from a five-mill tax on property. Those systems 
paying percentages greater than ten are charged the actual amount 
received in the support program.
It is not mandatory for all school boards to levy the five- 
mill constitutional tax. However, amounts that would be received 
from a five-mill levy are included in the support program even 
though a system may not be levying the full five mills. This pro­
cedure is followed due to funds from full five mills being available
13Louisiana State Department of Education, Louistana School 
Laws, o p . cit., p. 28.
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to local school boards by only a vote of board members. This local 
source of revenue furnishes the largest amount of local support of 
the minimum educational program financed through the equalization
«
distribution. In the 1964-65 equalization distribution, local 
school boards were charged $18,455,798 in the support program from 
this source of revenue, or more than fifty per cent of the local 
support of the minimum education program,14 Table XV shows the 
amount each school system was charged from the five-mill constitu­
tion tax in the 1964-65 equalization distribution.1^
Severance tax. Revenues from this support item come from 
taxes levied at the State level. The State collects this tax and 
returns twenty per cent of the amount collected up to $200,000 
to the place of origin. Each taxing authority in the parish re­
ceives an amount proportionate to the relative amount of ad valorem 
taxes by the taxing authority.16 School boards, being a separate 
governing agency in the parish, receive a share of these revenues, 
with the amount received during the prior fiscal year charged as a 
support item in the equalization distribution. Revenues from this 
source are dependent upon the wealth of natural resources located 
within each parish, since not all parishes have large quantities










Parish 90% or net collections
Acadia $ 261 360















East Baton Rouge 2,151 54 7
East Carroll 68 217
East Feliciana 43 883
Evangeline 123 239
F ranklin 86 660
Grant 41 403




Jefferson Davis 176 413
Laf ayette 247 609
Lafourche 253 310
LaSalle 67 863
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of natural resources. Presently this source of revenue furnishes 
approximately four million dollars for support of the minimum e d u ­
cation program. In the 1964-65 equalization distribution, all but 
five school systems received funds from severance taxes. The 
amounts received ranged from a low of $27.55 to a high of $169,790. 
Table XVI shows the amount of severance tax charged local school 
boards in the 1964-65 equalization distribution.*7
Rent , leases , and roya11 ies from school lands. During the 
early development of public education, the federal government set 
aside sixteenth sections of land for school support. Over the years, 
many states and school boards have sold or otherwise disposed of 
these lands; however, many school boards still own these lands and 
have purchased other lands for school purposes. School boards are 
authorized to rent, lease, or enter into other contracts for the 
use of these lands and the products from them. Because of the 
discovery of natural resources on these lands, local school boards 
in Louisiana and elsewhere have received needed funds from them.
In Louisiana, revenues from this source are deposited in 
the general fund of local school boards for supporting education, 
are not dedicated for specific educational purposes, and are in­
cluded as support items in the Equalization Formula. There are 
fluctuations from year to year in this source of revenue resulting







Parish Amount Parish Amount
Acadia $ 121,537 Natchitoches $ 1 ,176
Allen 86,887 Orleans -O-
Ascension 23,181 Ouachita 96 ,487
Assumption 119,053 P laqueraines 60 ,000
Avoyelles 20,733 Pointe Coupee 72 ,833
Beauregard 119,373 Rapides 20,620
Bienvi1le 131,883 Red River 7 ,487
Boss ier 94,291 Richland 98,306
Caddo 169,790 Sabine 106,835
Calcasieu 03,189 S t . Bernard 18,887
Caldwel1 37,768 St . Charles 107,049
Cameron 62,609 S t . Helena 2,212
Catahoula 101 ,318 S t . James 44,095
Claiborne 111,360 S t . John 37,669
Concordia 143,639 S t . Landry 151,580
DeSoto 139 ,957 S t . Mart in 112,761
East Baton Rouge 39,443 St . Mary 125,259
East Car-oll 28 S t . Tammany 15 ,238
East Feliciana 3 , 714 Tangipahoa 2,310
Evangeline 95 ,123 Tensas 126,148
F ranklin 24 ,657 Terrebonne 101,109
Grant 4 ,924 Union 104,487
Iberia 112 ,595 Vermilion 69,804
IberviI le 144,174 Vernon -0-
Jackson 10,568 Washington 4 ,467
Jefferson 52,119 Webster 140,356
Jefferson Davis 149,799 West Baton Rouge 9, 174
Lafayette 132,579 West Carrol 1 4 , 170
Lafourche 86,538 West Feliciana 2,957
LaSalle 141,089 Winn 22 ,139
L incoln 140,996 City Lake Charles -0-
Livingston 3,490 City Monroe -0-




from explorations or lack of it for natural resources. For this 
reason, only fifty per cent of the amount collected is charged 
against school boards in the support program. Also, most of this 
revenue is collected by only fourteen of the sixty-seven school 
systems. Thirteen school systems did not receive any funds from 
this source during the 1964-65 school session, and the amount 
charged ranged from a low of fifty cents to a high of $490,625.
A total of $1,717,638 from these sources was charged against 
school boards in the 1964-65 equalization distributions.
Table XVII shows the amount of rent or lease of school lands 
charged local school boards in the 1964-65 equalization distribu­
tion.^8
Total support program. The individual support items are 
combined to make up the total amount of the support program, 
which is the amount local school boards are required to furnish 
toward supporting the minimum foundation program for education.
For the 1964-65 equalization distribution, $32,078,237 was charged 
to local school boards as their share in supporting a minimum edu­
cation program for every child of the State, with total support 
from the local level amounting to approximately 15.82 per cent of 
the total cost of the minimum education program supported by funds 









Rent or lease 
of school 
lands -- 50% Parish
Rent or lease 
of school 
lands -- 50%
Acadia $ 71,367 Natchitoches $ 475
Allen -0- Or leans 153
Ascension -0- Ouachita 3 ,254
Assumpt ion 12,815 Plaquemines 17,194
Avoyelles 18,372 Pointe Coupee 84
Beauregard 94 Rapides 158
Bienvi1le 159 Red River 426
Boss ier 875 Rich land 6,288
Caddo 3 .194 Sabine -0-
Calcasieu 4 ,591 S t . Bernard 16,903
Caldwe11 2 ,400 St. Charles 431
Cameron 323,739 St. Helena -0-
Catahoula 3 ,588 S t . James 140
Claiborne -0- St. John 430
Concordia 9, 736 St. Landry 3,493
DeSoto 250 S t . Mart in 70 ,358
East Baton Rouge -0- St. Mary 126,059
East Carroll 2 , 500 S t . Tammany 1
East Feliciana 286 Tangipahoa 1
fevange1ine 515 Tensas 142
Franklin 814 Terrebonne 274,089
Grant 1 ,055 Union 1 ,345
iber ia 23,145 Verrailion 490,625
Ibervi1le 2 ,83 3 Vernon -0-
Jackson 662 Washington -O-
Jef ferson 108,511 Webster 82
Jefferson Davis 3 ,857 West Baton Rouge 1 ,813
Lafayet te 18,632 West Carroll -0-
Lafourche 85,498 West Feliciana 957
LaSalle 247 Winn -0-
Lincoln 105 City Lake Charles 366
Livingston -0- City Monroe -O-
Madison 1 ,431 City Bogalusa -0-
Morehouse 1 , lOO
Total $1,717,638
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Difference necessary to equalize
The difference necessary to equalize is the amount required 
from the State level in order to guarantee a minimum education pro­
gram to all school systems as determined by application of the State 
Equalization Formula. The difference necessary to equalize is 
determined by deducting total support from total cost of minimum 
foundation program. This amount becomes the equalization distribu­
tion by the State in support of public education. The difference 
between the cost and support programs in the 1964-65 distribution 
amounted to $170,585,964. On this basis, the State contributed 
approximately eighty-four per cent of the cost of education as set 
up by the Equa1ization Formula. Table X V 111 shows the amount of 
State funds distributed through the Equalization Formula to local 

















Acadia $ 2 , 707 897.46 $ 566,312.89 $ 2,141,584.57
Allen 1 ,537 109.86 206,198.32 1 ,330,911.54
Ascension 1 ,899 028.19 206,608.05 1 ,692,420.14
Assumption 1 , 189 211.92 242,243.13 946,968.79
Avoyelles 2,503 115.98 2 30,607.09 2,272,508.89
Beauregard 1 ,914 589.92 281 ,227.28 1,63 3,362.64
Bienville 1 ,562 777,46 248,306.71 1,314,470.75
Bossier 4 ,289 156.22 516,594.33 3,772,561,89
Caddo 13,755 642.24 2 ,758,994.81 10,996,647.43
Calcasieu 7,314 694.48 1,143,969.4 7 6,170,725.01
Caldwel1 821 611.70 107,852.95 713,758.75
Cameron 639 495.32 507,001.08 132 ,494 .24
Catahoula 1 , 124 773.42 172,687.57 952 ,085.85
Claiborne 1 ,603 604.26 255 ,392.56 1 ,348 ,211,70
Concordia 1 ,639 267.40 267,263.86 1,372,003.54
DeSoto 2 ,197 957.60 283,168.32 1 ,914,789.28
East Baton Rouge 13 ,887 629.09 '),716,021.23 11,171,607.86
East Carroll 1 ,096 380.10 106,783.67 989,596.4 3
East Feliciana 1,207 624.57 81 ,037.80 1,126,586.77
Evangeline 2,362 806.54 292,830.5 7 2,069,975.9 7
F ranklin 2 , 369 607.58 176,539.00 2,193,068.58
Grant 1 ,276 103.18 78,096.90 1, 198,006.28
Iberia 3 ,409 131.06 510,007.40 2,899,123.66
Ibervi1le 2,168 0 O 1 .80 327,391.57 1,840,610.23
Jackson 1 ,425 731.20 109,885.22 1 , 315 ,845.98
Jefferson 9,675 922.50 1 , 511 ,018.93 8,164,903.57
Jefferson Davis 2 ,203 481.52 396,619.60 1 ,806,861.92
Lafayet te 4 ,890 896.64 604,203.01 4,286,693.63
Lafourche 3 ,890 654.50 558,106.58 3 ,332,547.92
LaSalle 1 ,082 476.59 236,536.66 845 ,939.93
Lincoln 2 ,055 249.96 305,747.01 1,749,502.9 5
L ivingston 2 ,328 276.30 128,598.60 2,199,677.70
Madi son 1 ,232 289.46 133,312.75 1,098,976,71
Morehouse
.. , 2 : 5 7 3 ,261.52 299,156.06 2,274,105.46
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Natchi toches $ 3,166,819.45 $ 208,073.42 > 2,958 746.03
Or leans 22,315,701.54 5 ,710,913.91 16,604 787.63
Ouachita 4,572,569.74 691,728.49 3 ,880 841 .25
Plaquemines 1,598,167.32 511,217.56 1 ,086 949.76
Pointe Coupee 1,685,359.62 203,878.35 1 ,481 481.27
Rapides 6,727,374.19 583,969.16 6 , 143 405.03
Red River 964 ,297.20 65 ,975.59 898 321,61
Rich land 2,165,108.46 271,013.69 1 ,894 094.77
Sabine 1,758,249.46 210,974.68 1 ,547 274.78
St. Bernard 2,103,204.20 319,100.70 1 , 784 103.50
St. Charles 1,527,999.16 308,211.12 1 ,219 788.04
St. Helena 1,031,663.02 60,469.73 971 193.29
St. James 1,354,984.68 168,468.44 1 ,186 516.24
St. John 1,133,962.88 155,509.58 978 453.30
St. Landry 5,681,767.98 651,827.83 5 ,029 940.15
St. Martin 1,771,467.68 325,2 75.24 1 ,446 192.44
St. Mary 3,262,797.85 723 ,625.85 2 ,539 172.1X3
S t . Tammany 3,010,559.87 280,472.43 2 , 730 087.44
Tangipahoa 4,348,431.50 293 ,360,54 4 ,055 070.96
Tensas 1,010,467.96 210,318.30 800 149.66
Terrebonne 4,172,280.74 832,144.81 3 , 340 135.93
Union 1,670,383.94 219,591.18 1 ,450 792.76
Vermilion 2,627,057.02 814,661.88 1 ,812 395.14
Vernon 1,914,056.94 122.B67.27 1 ,791 189.67
Washington 2,000,058.94 104,917,79 1 ,895 141.15
Webster 3,097,550.84 427,278.54 2 ,670 2 72.30
West Baton Rouge 1,180,600.05 112,140.61 1 ,068 459.44
West Carroll 1,335,265.94 93 ,451.65 1 ,241 814.29
West Feliciana 747,918.68 67,670.71 680 247.97
Winn 1,290,116.96 109,271.75 1 ,180 845.21
City Lake Charles 1,215,453.50 205,493.06 1 ,009 960.44
City Monroe 2,592,293.46 269,775.50 2 ,322 517.96
City Bogalusa 1,794,753.04 178,266.69 1 ,616 ,486.35
Total $202,664,201.35 $32 ,078,237.03 $170,585 ,964.32
CHAPTER V
EFFECTS OF CERTAIN PROPOSED REVISIONS 
IN EQUALIZATION FORMULA
Certain proposed revisions in the Equalization Formula and 
their effect upon the distribution of school funds are presented as 
follows: (1) proposed revisions in the cost program, (2) proposed
revisions in the support program, (1) proposed revisions in the 
distribution of State funds, (4) role of governmental agencies in 
relation to the Equalization Formula.
Material on proposals to alter the distribution of State 
school funds through the Equalization Formula was developed on the 
basis of the following proposals:
1. Inclusion of driver education in the Equalization Formula
2. Inclusion of adult education in the Equalization Formula
3. Inclusion of vocational education programs in the Equal­
ization Formula
4. Inclusion of guidance counselors in the Equalization 
Formula
5. Inclusion of school facilities in the Equalization Formula
6 . Inclusion of special services for community needs in the
Equalization Formula
7. Revision in pupi1-teacher ratio allotment schedules for 
elementary teachers
8 . Revision in method of allotting extra teachers
9. Revision in the formula allotting teachers on parish- 
wide basis
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10. Revision in the formula to eliminate employed phase of 
teacher allotment schedule
11. Revision in the formula eliminating procedure o f apply­
ing teacher allotment schedules to each race separately
12. Omission of kindergarten teachers from teacher allotment
13. Addition of special education teachers to teacher allot­
ment schedules
14. Addition of elementary librarians to teacher allotment 
schedules
15. Vocational and specialized teacher allotment on the basis 
of average daily membership in grades seven through
twe1ve
16. Application of State salary schedule to non-degree teach­
ers in Orleans Parish
17. Application of State salary schedule to vocational a g r i ­
culture teachers on a twelve-months basis
18. Revisions in State salary schedule for t e a c h e r s
19. Allotment of supervisors based on units of one hundred 
teachers
20. Allotment of visiting teachers based on five thousand 
educables
21. Other cost items based on number of classroom units
22. Transportation cost based on procedure approved by 
State Board of Education
2i. Eliminate the per educable fund as a method of distri­
buting State funds
24. Eliminate the ninety per cent phase of the five-mill 
constitutional tax in the support program
25. Utilization of one hundred per cent of rent or lease of 
school lands in the support program
26. Use of an economic index in determining support program
27. Consolidation of small high schools with limited enrollments
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28. Greater per cent of school support cone from local level
29. Equalization distribution be made entirely on a current 
basis
The data on certain proposed revisions in the Equalization 
Formula utilized in this chapter came from material in the files of 
the State Department of Education Finance Section. These proposals 
covered the period from 1962 to 1965.
Rapid changes in public education require constant study of 
educational programs and methods of financing them. The minimum 
foundation program financed through the Equalization Formula serves 
as a basic program for all Louisiana school systems. As conditions 
warrant, elements of the minimum education program are changed in 
order to maintain a certain prescribed level of education. Pro­
grams included or excluded from the minimum program should be 
selected on the basis of their contribution toward established 
purposes of the minimum foundation program for education. The 
foundation program concept was initially established as an equi­
table means of securing State aid to guarantee a minimum level of 
education for all school districts. Educational costs are defined 
in the minimum foundation program and the Equalization Formula 
utilized as the method for distributing the major portion of State 
funds for education.
The State Board of Education exercises control over the 
Equalization Formula. Changes in the formula must be submitted to 
the Board for approval before addition or deletion of any elements 
affecting the minimum program can be made. The accepted procedure
IT'S
is for special study committees composed of professional educators 
to make recommendations to the State Board for proposed changes in 
the formula. The State Hoard of Education has a standing committee 
of twenty-five school superintendents serving in an advisory capac­
ity. All proposals for modifications in the distribution of school 
funds are submitted to this committee for study and for recommenda­
tions to the State Board of Education. By use of this procedure, 
the school people directly involved in administering school affairs 
have a voice in determining educational programs and methods of 
financing. This committee utilizes school finance specialists and 
other professional educators as consultants in studying any pro­
posed changes in the program.
Proposed revisions in the cost program
Suggest ions for_ inclus ion of new programs. Many additional 
educational services have been recommended from time to time as 
additions to the minimum foundation program. These services in­
clude the following: driver education, adult education, special
vocational programs, guidance, and capital outlay. The argument 
for inclusion of these in the cost program of the Equalization 
Formula is to have one fund for all educational support. At present, 
there are many separate funds and distribution methods used for 
appropriation and allocation of State school funds. The placing of 
all educational requests into one fund would allow the Legislature 
to view the entire education program as a whole.
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Inclusion of these individual educational services in the 
Equalization Formula would make them a part of the minimum founda­
tion program. Classified as one phase of the minimum program, they 
would receive funds on the basis of the formula. Once a part of 
the Equalization Formula, they become part of the minimum program 
and are not considered as extra educational services. This pro­
cedure may also grant local school boards greater control and leeway 
over these programs, because local systems would receive one lump 
sum from the equalization distribution instead of the many separate 
amounts, as at present, when each school fund is governed by rules 
and regulations for its own distribution.
A disadvantage of including many of these services in the 
minimum foundation program may be the adverse effect inclusion 
would have upon the purpose of the equalization distribution. The 
education program would cease to be a minimum and may cause inequity 
in school support. Some school systems do not provide these addi­
tional educational services, while others furnish them on a limited 
basis. These services are not considered as part of the general 
or basic program offered to all students; they are classified as 
electives or special services and are not applicable to all pupils.
On this basis, they are not included in the minimum program for sup­
port through the Equalization Formula. The placing of all educational 
services in the cost program may center more control of education at 
the State level. The equalization distribution is regarded as a 
State aid program supported through the Equalization Formula and
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receives greater emphasis and attention from the State Legislature 
and State Board of Education. With the inclusion of new programs, 
all local revenues to finance them would of necessity become part 
of the Equalization Formula. This action may prevent local school 
boards from voting additional funds for these programs. Leeway for 
increased funds would depend upon the tax rate required for the 
support program of the formula.
Driver educat ion. Inclusion of driver education in the 
Equalization Formula would necessitate changes in the present 
methods of distributing State funds. Funds presently allocated 
for driver education programs are distributed in two phases based 
upon a set amount per student participating in an approved pro­
gram. Financing driver education is a joint venture by the State 
and local school boards. uther than special State aid grants for 
driver education, these teachers are included in the regular teacher 
allotment for the cost program of the Equalization Formula. Driver 
education is being supported through special grants and equalization 
distribution. If all driver education costs were included in the 
Equalization Formula, the effect would be the elimination of the 
need for special grants. Also, it would encourage school systems 
not providing this service to provide driver education because costs 
may be included in the Equalization Formula. The local school boards 
share of driver education costs would be determined on the basis of 
the Equalization Formula.
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Adult education. To include adult education as a cost item 
would be to expand the equalization cost program to include educa­
tional services other than regular day-school education. Programs 
of elementary and secondary education for adults are conducted pri­
marily for people who never attended school or who dropped out before 
completion of their education. These programs serve people other 
than regular full-time students, and would, therefore, in effect 
not meet existing principles of equalization. The present method 
of distributing adult education funds is based on a set amount per 
clock hour of instruction not to exceed a limited number of hours 
of classroom instruction.^ New programs of adult education have 
been formulated in Louisiana to utilize federal funds for financial 
support.^ Inclusion of these new programs would alter the concept 
of the equalization distribution being a partnership of State and 
local school support only. Actions of the federal government in 
relation to adult education may influence elements of the State 
Equalization Formula. Adult classes are usually taught after reg­
ular school hours by local teachers who are paid extra for this 
teaching service. To include adult education in the Equalization 
Formula would increase teacher allotment and salary costs of the 
minimum foundation program.
Louisiana State Department of Education, "Budget Letter for 
Parish and City School Boards, 1964-65," Bulletin No, D-16 {Raton 
Rouge: Louisiana State Department of Education, 1964).
{Mi meographed.)
^Louisiana State Department of Education, "State Plan for 
Basic Adult Education," (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Department of 
Education, 1965). (Mimeographed.)
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Vocational education. Regular vocational education teachers 
are included in the present Equalization Formula. Proposals for 
including vocational education are for the purpose of supporting 
these services through the equalization distribution and not by 
special appropriations.  ^ No specific amount is allowed for other 
costs related to the operation of vocational education in the for­
mula. Vocational education may be used as an elective in meeting 
graduation requirements.^ This is one reason lor supporting voca­
tional education through special grants and not through the equal­
ization distribution.
Federal funds for vocational education are utilized by the 
State on a matching basis. Including vocational education in the 
State equalization distribution may require the use of federal funds 
as a support item in the formula. Policies affecting vocational 
funds and programs must conform to federal regulations in order for 
school systems to participate in federal programs. Including addi­
tional vocational education as a cost item in the equalization 
distribution may change application of the formula because of action 
of the federal government. The effect may be inclusion of educa­
tional costs in the Equalization Formula with no relation to ability 
of local school systems to support these programs.
3
East fiaton Rouge Parish School Board, "Excerpt from the 
Minutes of the School Board Meeting of April 9, 1964," (Baton Rouge: 
East Baton Rouge Parish School Board, 1964). (Mimeographed.)
4
Louisiana State Department of Education, Handbook for School 
Administrators, Bulletin No. 741 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State
Department of Education, 1948), p. 162.
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Guidance counselors. Guidance services are not a part of 
the minimum foundation program for education financed through the 
Equalization Formula. Guidance services are provided for students 
in the same relation as supervisory services are provided for 
teachers. Since supervision is already included in the minimum 
foundation program, guidance services may also be considered as a 
cost item. In the present Equalization Formula, guidance counselors 
are considered in arriving at the tat.il number of regular teachers 
employed. If a school system is not overstaffed according to the 
established pupi1-teacher allotment schedule, it would receive 
funds for guid.ance counselors through the equalization distribution. 
However, present .allotment schedules provide teachers for regular 
classes and not for additional services. Jn order to receive funds 
for guidance counselors they have to be included within the total 
number of regular teachers allotted. On the basis of the present 
procedure, guidance counselors are allotted in the formula only 
after regular teacher requirements are met. It is proposed that 
guidance counselors be added as a cost item of the Equalization 
Formula.^
Guidance counselors are usually employed on the basis of the 
number of students enrolled in each school. To employ guidance 
counselors in each school, allotment schedules may be established 
for use in the Equalization Formula, Data on counselors employed
East Baton Rouge Parish School Board, oj>. eft.
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giving educational qualifications and experience with application 
of the State teacher salary schedule would indicate the amount to 
be, used in the cost program. With the inclusion of guidance services 
in the equalization distribution, State approved allotment schedules 
and policies would then apply to the development of guidance pro­
grams. Table XIX shows the number of guidance counselors employed 
for the 1963-64 school session. Using the average daily membership 
for grades seven through twelve and a 400 to 1 ratio, it would re­
quire 489 more counselors to meet this ratio. A median salary of 
$S,075.63 applied to the 489 counselors would cost $2,486,195.84.
Funds for guidance services are available on a matching basis 
from the federal government through the National Defense Education 
Act.** At present, these funds are not matched by funds at the State 
level. Local school systems may use local funds in matching federal 
funds for guidance programs. In 1962, the State Leg is lature,au­
thorized and requested the Louisiana State Board of Education to 
use funds provided for the employment of guidance counselors in 
each local school system.? However, the Legislature did not ap­
propriate any funds for carrying out this provision. Guidance 
services as a cost item of tne minimum program would receive State 
aid through the Equalization Formula.
^Act No. 85-864 of the 1958 Session of the United States 
Congress.
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ALLOTMENT OF GUIDANCE COUNSELORS ON 400 TO 1 RATIO 
WHITE AND NEGRO PUBLIC SCHOOLS
1963-1964 SCHOOL SESSION
A.D.M. Counselors
grades 400 to 1 Present Differ­ Additional
Parish 7-12 ratio number ence cost
Acadia 4 ,501 11 2 .83 8.17 $ 41,467.90
Allen 2,395 6 1 .00 5.00 25,378.15
Ascension 3 , 154 8 6.83 1.17 5 ,938.49
Assumption 1 ,799 4 1.17 2 .83 14 ,364.03
Avoyelles 4 ,019 lO 3.33 6.67 33,854.45
Beauregard 2 ,668 7 1.00 6.00 30,453.78
Bienvi1le 2,169 5 3.88 1 . 12 5,684.71
Bossier 6,363 16 4.00 12 .00 60,907.56
Caddo 24,269 61 36.00 25 .00 126,890.75
Calcasieu 11 ,953 30 14 .00 16.00 81,210.08
Caldwe11 1 , 123 3 1. 50 1.50 7,613.45
Cameron 703 '■>A. .67 1 .33 6,750.59
Catahoula 1 ,451 4 1 .67 2.33 11,826.22
Claiborne 2 , 301 6 1.17 4.83 24 ,515.29
Concordia 2 ,609 ~yt . 3 3 6.67 33,854.45
DeSoto 3,267 8 3 .90 4. 10 20,810.08
East Baton Rouge 24 ,226 61 2 7.93 3 3.07 167,851.08
East Carroll 1 ,923 5 1 .08 3.92 19,896.47
East Feliciana 1 , 779 4 1 .00 3.00 15 ,226.89
Evangeline 3 ,209 8 .20 7.80 39,589.91
F ranklin 3,307 8 .20 7.80 39 , 589.91
Grant 1 ,8 lO 5 .GO 4 .67 2 3,703.19
I be r i a 5,247 1 3 .00 13 .00 65,983.19
Ibervi1 le 3 , 363 8 2. 75 5.25 26,647.06
Jackson 2 ,106 5 2 .00 3.00 15,226.89
Jefferson 17,097 4 1 12 .40 30.60 155,314.28
Jefferson Davis 3 ,544 9 2.80 6.20 31,468.91
Lafayette 7 ,634 19 7.80 11 .20 56,847.06
Lafourche 5 ,328 13 4 . 33 8 .67 44,005.71
LaSalle 1 ,611 4 1 .17 2.83 14,364.03
Lincoln 3 ,037 8 .83 7.17 36,392.27
Livingston 3 ,629 9 1.50 7.50 38 ,067.23
Madison 1,897 5 2.00 3 .00 15,226.89
Morehouse 4 ,447 11 2.00 9 .00 45,680.67
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Natchitoches 4 ,188 10 4.67 5.33 $ 27,053.11
Or leans 39,721 99 74.00 25 .00 126,890.75
Ouachita 7,302 18 7.37 10.63 53,953.95
Plaquemines 2 ,471 6 .00 6.00 30,453.78
Pointe Coupee 2,591 6 2.50 3.50 17,764.71
Rapides 1 1 ,134 28 13.58 14 .42 7 3,190.58
Red River 1 ,281 3 .80 2 .20 11,166.39
Richland 3 ,138 8 3.00 5.00 25,378.15
Sabine 2 , 348 6 3 .84 2.16 10,963.36
S t . Bernard 4 ,033 lO 4.00 6.00 30,453.78
S t . Charles 2, 192 5 1 .45 3.55 18,018.49
S t . Helena 1 ,244 3 .30 2 . 70 13,704.20
St. James 2 ,350 6 .67 5.33 27,053.11
St . John 2 ,073 5 .50 4 . 50 22,840.34
St. Landry 8 , 767 22 5.12 16.88 85,676.63
St. Martin 3 ,062 8 2 . 50 5.50 27,915.97
St. Mary 5 ,209 13 3 .00 10.00 50,756.30
S t . Tammany 4,873 12 3. 50 B . 50 43 ,142.86
Tangipahoa 7, 103 18 5.17 12.83 65 , 120.33
Tensas 1 ,478 4 .(30 4 .00 20,302.52
Terrebonne 6 , 147 15 12 .00 3 .(X) 15,226.89
Union 2 ,298 8 2.35 5.65 28,677.31
Verm i1 ion 3 ,805 10 . 50 9 . 50 48 ,218.49
Vernon 2 ,830 *? 4. 67 2.33 11,826.22
Washington 2 ,809 i 2.1X3 5.00 25,378.15
Webster 5,110 13 3.00 10.00 50,756.30
West Baton Rouge 1 , 743 4 1.33 2.67 13,551.93
West Carroll 1 ,816 5 1.08 3.92 19,896.47
West Feliciana 1 ,238 3 .33 2.67 13,551.93
Winn 1 ,881 5 1.67 3.3 3 16,901.85
City Lake Charles 2,315 6 1 .00 5 .00 25,378.15
City Monroe 4,199 10 5.00 5.00 25,378.15
City Bogalusa 3,094 8 2.67 5.33 27,053.11
Total 325,781 816 326.17 489.83 $2,486,195.84
#Total cost computed by multiplying the increased number of 
counselors times $5,075.63 -- the 1963-64 median salary.
Source: Louisiana State Department of Education, Guidance
Section, NDEA Statistical Report for 1963-64 School Session.
144
School facilities. Adequate school facilities are important 
as a basic element in furnishing a minimum foundation program. At 
the present time the State does not directly assist local systems 
in providing facilities through a cost item in the Equalization 
Formula. Presently, capital outlay and debt service are financed 
through local funds. The exception to this provision is State aid 
received by local school boards as a result of the homestead exemp­
tion law. The inclusion of capital outlay and debt service as a 
cost item would provide State aid for school facilities.
The effect of including capital outlay and debt service as 
cost items in the minimum foundation program would change the 
present practice of financing school construction primarily at the 
local level. Local taxpayers are authorized to vote taxes for the 
purpose of building schools. The State Legislature has conferred 
on local school boards the primary authority for securing school 
construction funds. Present school finance programs provide funds 
for school facilities from the local level and general operation 
funds from both State and local sources. To include these programs 
in the Equalization Formula may mean changes in existing tax struc­
ture and school finance programs. Local school boards act as 
independent governmental agencies in calling bond elections and 
selling bond issues for capital outlay projects. Adding capital 
outlay as a cost item would result in the State’s entering into 
programs of financing school facilities. The State thus might come 
to exercise greater control over local policies for establishing
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new school facilities and their location. The present procedure 
calls for State approval of plans for new school buildings; but the 
location and establishment of these facilities are determined by 
local boards. Thus, under the present plan, the control of public 
education facilities remains at the local level.
Special services to meet comraunity needs. A new program of 
services to meet community needs is proposed as an additional cate­
gory in the cost program of the formula. This item would 'nclude 
actual costs of programs such as special services for exceptional 
and hospitalized children, evening schools, educational television, 
educational radio, audio-visual library, professional library, 
curriculum devolopment, textbook service to non-public schools, 
research and planning, and medical s e r v i c e s .  Local school systems 
would be reimbursed for services required in particular areas, over 
and a b o v e  the regular elementary and secondary programs. The effect 
of such inclusion would be the overlapping and duplication of some 
educational services in the cost phase of the Equalization Formula, 
Funds are already being distributed on a sjx»cial grant basis for 
exceptional and hospitalized children. Also, funds for libraries 
are being distributed through the textbook program. The "other 
cost" item in the formula provides for teaching materials including 
audio-visual aids.
Other items recommended for inclusion are special categories 
of education which do not lend themselves to set defined schedules 
for operation, which are necessary in determining cost items for a
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minimum foundation program. In effect, inclusion of these special 
categories would mean furnishing State aid for special programs 
that are to be defined, planned, and operated by local school boards 
without any prescribed State regulations. Lump sum amounts for new 
cost items reduce the effectiveness of State Board policies in the 
application of the Equalization Formula. Such items may increase 
inequities in the distribution of State funds rather than to provide 
for equalization. It is contended that the cost program should not 
be loaded down with numerous special services, courses of instruction, 
unusual equipment, and teaching aids. All are quite expensive and 
cannot be classified as minimum requirements for all school systems.®
The inclusion of additional programs in the Equalization 
Formula may result in good or bad effects upon the method of distri­
bution. Too many educational services included in the formula 
make the program a maximum rather than a minimum foundation pro­
gram. Additional local support items would of necessity have to 
be utilized. The result may be that other educational services may 
have to come unHer regulations of the State Equalization Formula.
Thus, approval of the State Board of Education would be necessary 
for the operation of these new programs.
Changes in teacher allotment schedules. The present pupil- 
teacher ratio schedule used in allotting teachers to elementary
g
John M. Foote, "Fund Formula Change Noted," The New Orleans 
Times Picayune, April 26, 1964, p. 6.
schools range from 20 to 1 up to 30 to 1. A revision in the ele­
mentary school pupil-teacher allotment schedule has been proposed 
which would reduce the 30 to 1 ratio to a 28 to 1 ratio. It is also 
proposed to reduce the number in average daily membership applicable 
to this ratio from 310 and over to 271 and over. The effect would 
be a reduction in both pupil-teacher ratio and in number of average 
daily membership. Schools with a total from 234 to 270 in average 
daily membership would be allotted nine teachers on a 28 to 1 ratio 
basis. Schools having a total of 271 and over would be allotted one 
teacher for each 28 pupils or major fraction thereof. This change 
allows additional teachers to be allotted for larger elementary 
schools. The change also places larger elementary schools on a 
pupil-teacher ratio more nearly comparable to smaller elementary 
schools. In parishes where most of tne elementary schools are in 
the larger category of average daily membership, the average pupil- 
teacher ratio is greater than in systems with schools of smaller 
s i ze.
Application of this proposed revision in the teacher allot­
ment schedule would allot 944 teachers over and above the number 
allotted in the 1964-65 equalization distribution. Using an average 
beginning salary of $4,000, this increased number of teachers would 
add $3,776,000 for teacher salaries in the cost program. On the 
basis of this revision, local school systems would receive additional 
teachers ranging from one in one system to 134 in another. Those 
systems with larger average daily membership would receive the 
largest allotment of new teachers. Eleven school systems would be
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allotted more than fifty per cent of the total increase, receiving 
524 of the total 944 additional teachers provided by the new allot­
ment schedule. Forty-two school systems would be allotted fewer 
than ten additional teachers for each system. The end result would 
be that the revised teacher allotment schedule would not apply to 
many schools in these systems. Cameron Parish would receive no in­
crease in teacher allotment as a result of the proposed revision, 
while Orleans Parish would receive an additional allotment of 134 
teachers.
Changing the elementary teacher allotment schedule to a 
maximum 28 to 1 ratio would bring the pupil-teacher ratio closer to 
present maximum ratio of 2 5 to 1 for secondary schools. Many special 
allotment features in addition to regular teacher allotment are also 
being provided for high school grades. The variation in pupil- 
teacher ratio between elementary and secondary schools is thereby 
increased.
The proposed revision to allot one teacher for each 25 ele­
mentary pupils and one teacher for each 20 high school pupils 
changes the present ratio basis of the formula. The lowest ratios 
in the present schedule are 20 to 1 for elementary and 15 to 1 for 
high schools; the upper limits allow a 3f> to 1 ratio for elementary 
and 25 to 1 for secondary. The proposed revision would establish a 
set ratio, an average between the lower and upper limits of the 
present schedule. School systems in which the present pupil-teacher 
ratio is below this average ratio would be allotted fewer teachers 
under the new schedule. Those systems whose present pupil-teacher
ratio is greater than the average ratio would be allotted a greater 
number of teachers. Systems with pupil-teacher ratios below the 
proposed 25 to 1 and 20 to 1 ratio usually operate a larger number 
of schools. It is more difficult to establish these ratios in 
systems operating many small schools than those operating fewer 
and larger schools. School size becomes an important factor in 
maintaining prescribed pupil-teacher ratios.
Percentage bas is for a 1lot t ing ext ra teacher s . Additional 
positions for principals, guidance counselors, librarians, and 
specialized education would be allotted on a percentage basis.
The present allotment allows one extra teacher for a school with 
seven teachers and two extra teachers for schools with fifteen or 
more teachers. No special allotment is made for guidance counselors 
and librarians. The percentage allotment basis establishes a 
certain number of positions for the parish as a whole, with local 
school boards distributing the allotment among stated categories.
The predetermined percentage figure set up in the schedule may be 
changed in increasing or decreasing the number of extra teachers 
allotted.
Teacher allotment on a parish-wide basis. One proposed' 
revision in the formula is to allot teachers on a parish-wide 
basis, rather than a school-by-school basis, according to average 
daily membership, and that the pupil-teacher ratio schedule be 
changed to allot one teacher for every 25 elementary pupils and 
one for every 20 high school pupils. The new pupil-teacher ratio
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would be applicable to total average daily membership in the whole 
system and would eliminate any consideration of existing school 
patterns in the application of schedule. Present teacher allotment 
schedules take into consideration actual school size in the allot­
ment of teachers, and parish-wide allotment would eliminate school 
size as a factor.
A parish-wide allotment procedure favors school systems in 
which the population is highly centralized. They are better able 
to maintain uniform pupil-teacher ratios for all schools. In less 
densely populated areas, it is more difficult to maintain uniform 
pupil-teacher ratios in all schools. The number of students in 
each grade may vary, thereby causing different pupil-teacher ratios 
to exist. The location of schools is also a factor in providing a 
teaching staff. School systems with stable school enrollments must 
utilize existing facilities. Those with increasing school enroll­
ments may plan new facilities in providing for better pupil-teacher 
ratios. Teacher allotment on a parish-wide basis allows the pupil- 
teacher ratio to be an average for the entire system; a school-by- 
school allotment allows the ratio to be an average for each school. 
On a parish-wide allotment basis, a predetermined ratio is applied 
to all school systems and means that all school systems would be 
allotted teachers on the same pupil-teacher ratio basis, the total 
number in average daily membership being the varying factor within 
local school systems in teacher allotment. The school-by-school 
allotment basis allows a graduated pupil-teacher ratio depending 
upon the size of the school and allows for a reduced pupil-teacher
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ratio as average daily membership decreases by school. The ratio 
remains the same as the number in average daily membership changes 
in a parish-wide allotment schedule.
The teacher employed phase of the schedule. The present 
teacher allotment schedule used in the Equalization Formula requires 
that teachers be employed before being included in the cost program. 
A proposed revision is to eliminate the employed phase of the sched­
ule, a change advocated in order to permit local school boards 
greater leeway in determining how the teaching staff is to be as­
signed and compensated. The total number of teachers allotted based 
on an approved schedule would be counted in the cost program. This 
would cause State funds to be distributed for teacher salaries with­
out a direct relation to actual teacher cost. School systems would 
be allotted a certain number of teachers in the Equalization Formula 
and yet employ only a portion of this number. The State would thus 
lose control over teacher load through application of this revision. 
A local school board could actually divert to other purposes funds 
distributed for teacher salaries and might cause a tendency to en­
courage under staffing of schools. The present teacher allotment 
schedule provides a number of teachers not being employed resulting 
in these school systems being understaffed. Elimination of the 
employed requirement would add many teachers to the cost program 
for these school systems. Using total teachers allotted in the 
cost program changes the present procedure of allocating teacher 
costs, which is based upon the State salary schedule applied to
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teachers allotted and employed. If total teachers allotted are 
included in the cost program, a method other than the State salary 
schedule would have to be used in determining salary costs in the 
Equalization Formula. The use of an arbitrary amount for these 
teachers might cause inequities in maintaining a minimum education 
program. Also, funds from the equalization distribution would not 
be directly related to supporting the minimum foundation program.
Changes in application of teacher allotment schedules. An 
alternate to the above proposed revisions is that the number of 
teachers allotted and employed be based on total figures for all 
schools rather than on separate subtotals for white and Negro 
schools, eliminating the procedure of applying allotment schedules 
to each race separately. A prescribed number of teachers would be 
allotted to each school system leaving assignment to individual 
schools to local school boards. This method of allocating teachers 
could result in assigning teachers to certain schools at the expense 
of other schools. Application of the existing allotment schedule 
to Negro schools allows many more teachers than are presently being 
employed.
Kindergarten teacher a 1lotment. Application of the present 
teacher allotment schedule allows for kindergarten teachers. This 
cost item in the formula is included as a part of regular teacher 
salaries in accordance with the present policy of the State Board 
of Education. The teacher cost amount relative to salaries of 
kindergarten teachers is not a common cost factor for all systems
since only Orleans and Plaquemines Parishes receive credit for 
these salaries in the cost program.9 There is a proposal that 
kindergarten teachers be omitted from the teacher allotment sched­
ules. The proposal recommends that only pupils in grades one 
through twelve be considered in allotting teachers. The net result 
would be a reduction in the number of teachers allowed in the cost 
program, but would not change the method of distributing State aid 
through the Equalization Formula.
Special education teacher a 1 lotment. Legislative action 
in the 1964 regular session required that an allotment for special 
education teachers be included in the teacher allotment schedule 
in the Equalization Formula. Prior to this revision of the sched­
ule, special education teachers were included in the cost program 
only when school systems were understaffed in regular teachers.
The State appropriates funds separately for supporting special edu­
cation classes. By including these teachers in the allotment 
schedule, special education classes become a part of the minimum 
foundation program and receive funds through the Equalization Formul 
Funds are presently distributed on the basis of classes approved by 
the State Department of Education. The number of classes largely 
determines the amount of appropriation made by the State Legislature
Louisiana State Department of Education, Annual Stat istical 
Report for 1963-64 School Session, Par t 1^ (Baton Rouge: Moran's
Publishing Company, 1963), pp. 1-6.
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The pupil-teacher ratio schedule for special education adds 
a new element to the Equalization Formula through a supplement to 
teacher allotment schedules; however, it does not add a new cate­
gory separate from existing ones in the formula. Table XX shows 
the new pupil-teacher ratio schedule for allotting special education 
t e a c h e r s . T h e  number of teachers allotted by this schedule is 
based on average daily membership in special education classes. 
Special education programs may be operated within regular day 
schools. However, the allotment schedule is applicable to aver­
age daily membership on a class-hy-class basis and not on a school 
basis. The schedule has eight different categories of classes for 
special education programs with a separate pupil-teacher ratio ap- 
Pl icable to each type of class operated. This revision in the 
teacher allotment schedule increases State aid for special educa­
tion through the Equalization Formula.
Allotment for elementary 1ibrarians. Additional proposals 
would include a special allotment feature for elementary librarians. 
Elementary schools with a centralized library would be allotted one 
additional teacher to serve as librarian. The centralized library 
would be subject to standards established by the Southern Associa­
tion of Colleges and Schools, which requires a centralized library 
in the elementary school for accreditation. In order to meet these
10
* Act No. 487 of the 1964 Regular Session of the Louisiana 
Leg i slat ure.
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TABLE XX
SCHEDULE OF PUPIL-TEACHER RATIOS FOR USE IN 
ALLOTTING SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS 
ADOPTED IN 1964
Size of class Pupi1-teacher Teachers
Classificat ion A.D.M. rat io allotted
1. Slow Learners 12-18 15-1 1
One additional teacher for each additional 




One additional teacher for each additional 
12 pupils or major fraction thereof
Trainable Mentally 
Retarded
8-12 10-1 1 
One additional teacher for each additional 
10 pupils or major fraction thereof
5.
Deaf or Hard of 
Hear ing
Rlind or Partially 
S ighted
8-10 9-1 1
One additional teacher for each additional 
9 pupils or major fraction thereof
8-10 9-1 1
One additional teacher for each additional 
9 pupils or major fraction thereof
Cerebral Palsied 8-10 9-1 1
One additional teacher for each additional 




One additional teacher for each additional 
9 pupils or major fraction thereof
8 Other s As determined by regulations of the State 
Department of Education
When there are fewer than the minimum number of pupils per class or 
department as specified above, but not fewer than five (5) pupils 
per class or department, then the allotment shall be reduced one- 
tenth for each pupil less than the specified minimum.
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standards for accreditation, elementary schools with seventeen or 
■ore teachers Bust employ one full-time librarian.11 The inclusion 
of elementary librarians in the teacher allotment schedule would 
add materially to the cost program. Currently a local school board 
may employ an extra teacher as a librarian out of local funds, or 
it must include the librarian in its regular teacher allotment.
Many systems already are employing the total number allotted for 
teaching staff, or more, and must use any additional teacher allot­
ment to maintain an adequate pupil-teacher ratio for regular 
classes. A centralized library for elementary schools would be 
an enrichment to the present minimum foundation program.
To include elementary librarians in the teacher allotment 
schedule would add approximately 400 teachers to the present cost 
program, based upon existing centralized libraries in elementary 
schools during the 1964-65 school session. These librarians are 
currently provided from local funds or out of the allotment for 
regular teachers. If this revision were made in the allotment 
schedule, it might be expected that a great many more librarians 
would be employed for elementary schools. An inquiry of local 
school boards showed all systems except fifteen had some central­
ized libraries in one or more of their white schools during the 
1964-65 session. Thirty-seven school boards reported no central­
ized libraries in Negro schools. This shows how the inclusion of
11 Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Evaluating 
the Elementary School Library Program (Atlanta: Southern Asso­
ciation of Colleges and Schools, 1964), p. 12.
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elementary librarians in the cost program would greatly increase 
the funds needed in order to meet the added cost of the minimum 
foundation program. Table XXI shows the number of elementary 
schools with seventeen or more teachers and the number of elemen­
tary librarians presently employed. Based on a $5,000 average 
salary, it would cost $2,025,000 to include presently employed 
elementary librarians in the cost program. An additional 
$1,300,000 would be needed to include librarians for all schools 
with seventeen or more teachers. A total of 665 librarians would 
be added to the minimum foundation program.
Vocational and specialized teacher allotment. The present 
teacher allotment schedule allows vocational and specialized 
teachers on the basis of average daily membership in grades nine 
through twelve. A proposed revision in the schedule would allot 
these teachers on the basis of average daily membership in grades 
seven through twelve, adding grades seven and eight to the present 
grades being used for this allotment. Many schools are offering 
subjects included in these programs in the seventh and eighth 
grades and, for this reason, it is contended that the allotment of 
vocational and specialized teachers should be based on average 
daily membership of these grades.
This revision in the teacher allotment schedule would in­
crease the number of vocational and specialized teachers in the 
cost program. A new category in the teacher allotment schedule 
would not be necessary, only an expansion of the existing schedule.
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TABLE XXI
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LIBRARIANS PRESENTLY EMPLOYED AND ADDITIONAL 
LIBRARIANS FOR SCHOOLS WITH SEVENTEEN OR MORE TEACHERS 
1964-1965 SCHOOL SESSION
Number of elementary schools Additional librarians
17 or more Librarians for schools with 17
teachers employed or more teachers
Parish Whi te Negro Whi te Negro White Negro
Acadi a 5 2 5 2
Allen 2 1 ■7t 4
Ascension 3 1 5 1
Assumption 2 2 3 2
Avoyelles 2 2 5 2
Beauregard 3 1 3 1
Bienville 1 6 5
Bossier 9 4 lO 5
Caddo 28 22 28 22
Calcasieu 19 4 11 8 4
Caldwell 1 1 2 1
Cameron
Catahoula 1 1 5 ->
Claiborne 1 1 1 1
Concordia 3 2 3 2
DeSoto 1 T 1 1 1
East Raton Rouge 26 19 28 o in
East Carroll 1 1
East Feliciana 1 l
Evangeline 3 2 1 *> 2
Franklin 1 2 1
Grant 1 3 1
Iberia 6 3 15 3
Iberville 2 3 1 3 1
Jackson 1 1 1 1
Jefferson 26 8 15 11 8
Jefferson Davis 3 1 3 1
Lafayette 11 4 12 3 1
Lafourche lO 2 5 5 2
LaSale 2 2
Lincoln 1 2 3
Livingston 2 1 2 1
Madi son 1 2 1 2
Morehouse 3 4 1 2 4
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TABLE XXI (continued)
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LIBRARIANS PRESENTLY EMPLOYED AND ADDITIONAL 
LIBRARIANS FOR SCHOOLS WITH SEVENTEEN OR MORE TEACHERS 
1964-1965 SCHOOL SESSION
Pari sh
Number of elementary schools 
17 or more Librarians 
teachers employed
Additional librarians 
for schools with 17 
or more teachers
White Negro White Negro White Negro
Natchi toches 5 1 1
Orleans 25 39 20 5 5 34
Ouachita 9 3 20 ID
Plaquemines 4 1 6 3
Pointe Coupee 2 5 5
Rapides 14 6 1 1 1 1 5
Red River 1 1 1
Richland 2 2 1 1 2
Sabine 1 1 1 1
St. Bernard 8 1 5 3 1
St. Charles 1 4
St. Helena 1 3 1
St. James 2 3 2
St, John 1 2 1
St. Landry 5 ' 7 1 4 7
St. Martin 3 2 3 2
St. Mary 6 2 12 **
St. Tammany 5 2 12 5 4
Tangipahoa 4 5 12 1
Tensas 2 2
Terrebonne 8 2 2 6 2
Union 1 2 1 2
Vermilion 5 1 4 1 1
Vernon 3 1 3 1
Washington 1 1 1 1
Webster 6 T 1 3 9
West Baton Rouge 3 2 3
West Carroll 1 4 2
West Feliciana 1 2 1
Winn 1 I 4 2
City Lake Charles 2 2 2 2
City Monroe 6 4 1 1 5 3
City Bogalusa 3 3 5 3
Total 303 206 309 96 108 152
Source: 1Loui siana State Department of Education, Loui siana
School Directory , Session 1964- 65, Bulletin No . 1027.
An increase in the total number of teachers allotted would increase 
the cost item of teachers' salaries. Application of the allotment 
schedule to grades seven and eight would result in the schedule 
affecting many schools not presently included in the program. The 
revision applies not only to schools with grades seven through twelve 
but also to those having any combination of these grades. School 
boards operating junior high schools with a combination of these 
grades receive an increased allotment of vocational and specialized 
teachers as a result of the revision. The difficulty may come in 
junior high schools not offering enough courses to justify a full­
time vocational or specialized teacher. In such cases, the allot­
ment would be based on the percentage of actual time taught in the 
vocational or specialized field, and funds for only this portion of 
the allotted teacher's salary would be included in the cost program. 
Where schools already employ all of the regular teachers allotted, 
utilization of this allotment feature may not be feasible. It 
would, however, be especially helpful to schools which have any 
combination of these grades and which offer a complete curriculum 
in these subjects. Schools ranging in size from forty to seventy- 
five in average daily membership in grades nine through twelve do 
not receive an allotment for specialized teachers in the present 
schedule. By including grades seven and eight, most of these 
schools would also receive an allotment for specialized teachers.
It is also proposed that the number of teachers allotted for each 
category of the schedule be increased in the cost program.
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Application of State salary ..chedule to non-degree teachers 
in Orleans Parish. Salary costs used in the cost program of the 
Equalization Formula are based upon approved State salary schedules 
adopted by the State Legislature and established by the State Board 
of Education. The procedure of applying the State salary schedule 
to the number of teachers allotted and employed is followed in 
determining salary costs for the cost program. However, State law 
requires one exception to this procedure. In determining teacher 
salary costs for the Orleans Parish school system, a different pro­
cedure in application of the salary schedule is used. There, the 
schedule is applied only to the number of teachers having bachelors' 
degrees and above. The non-degree teachers are allowed salaries 
on the basis of $150 below the schedule for bachelor's degree 
t e a c h e r s . other systems are allowed salary costs for non-degree 
teachers on the b.asis of the State salary schedule, which includes 
categories for non-degree teachers with amounts based on years of 
college and teaching experience.
The effect of the law requiring this procedure means a higher 
salary amount is provided for non-degree teachers in Orleans Parish 
than in other school systems. Each year, the State Legislature ap­
propriates an additional $409,9(X} to implement this phase of the 
schedule required by law. It has been proposed that the same salary
^^Louisiana State Department of Education, Louisiana School 
Laws, Volume I_, Bulletin 972 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Depart­
ment of Education, 1962), p. 129.
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schedule be used in determining the amount of money allotted for 
teachers' salaries in the Equalization Formula for all school 
systems. This revision in application of the salary schedule 
places all school systems on the same cost basis for teacher sal­
aries in the Equalization Formula.
Application of State salary schedule to vocational agri­
culture teachers on a twe1ve-months basi s. Vocational agriculture 
teachers are included in the minimum foundation program as regu­
larly employed teachers, and the salary cost is based on the State 
salary schedule for nine months' employment. In order to receive 
additional funds from the federal government, vocational programs 
must be operated on a twelve-months' basis, even though the Equal­
ization Formula allows only salary cost on a nine-months' employment 
basis. The additional three months' salaries for vocational agri­
culture teachers comes from a separate legislative appropriation 
and distributed independently of the Equalization Formula. A 
proposed revision is to apply the State salary schedule on a twelve­
months' employment basis for these teachers, and include the full 
amount in the cost program. The effect of this change would be to 
place vocational teachers on the same basis as regular teachers in 
using actual salaries in the cost program. However, this proposed 
revision would determine vocational teacher salaries for the cost 
program on a different basis from other groups employed on a twelve­
months' basis. Many school principals are employed for a twelve­
months' employment period, although salaries allowed in the cost
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program for this group are based on application of State salary 
schedule for only nine months' employment. The present application 
of teacher allotment and salary schedules is on a uniform basis 
allowing costs for only nine months' employment in the cost program. 
If actual salaries of vocational agriculture teachers on a twelve­
months' basis are used in the cost program and are not used for 
principals, the uniform application of salary schedules used in the 
Equalization Formula would be altered.
Revisions in State salary schedule for teachers. The new 
State minimum salary schedule for public elementary and secondary 
school teachers was presented in Table X. This schedule when 
fully implemented is to be used in determining salary cost of mini­
mum education program, and application of the schedule will mate­
rially affect the cost program of the Equalization Formula. Changes 
were made in some categories of educational qualifications and years 
of experience, while two categories of educational qualifications, 
less than one year college and one year of college, were omitted in 
the new schedule. At the same time, two new categories were added 
to the schedule -- the master's degree plus thirty graduate hours 
and doctoral degrees. Also, maximum salary will be attained with 
teaching experience ranging from ten to twelve years. On the pre­
vious salary schedule, the maximum salar*- was attained after 
fifteen years of teaching experience.
The effect of these changes is that teachers with educational 
qualifications in categories dropped from the schedule will not be
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included in the cost program and teachers with educational qualifi­
cations in the new categories will be included in the cost program 
at a higher salary rate. Prior to adoption of the new schedule, 
salaries of teachers with degrees in these new categories were in­
cluded in the distribution on the same basis as master's degree 
teachers and such teachers did not receive any additional pay from 
the equalization distribution. With the adoption of these revisions 
in the teacher salary schedule, the State increased its support of 
teacher salary cost through the equalization distribution, changes 
which will be reflected in the cost program. State law limits the 
amount of annual increase of all personnel except full-time class­
room teachers to $1,000.*^ This limitation applies primarily to 
school principals, for this is the only group other than classroom 
teachers to which the schedule is applied in the Equalization Formula. 
Salary cost for principals in the cost program will be determined 
in accordance with this limitation of the schedule required by law 
and changes the application procedure of salary cost of principals 
in the Equalization Formula.
Revi sions related to supervi sors. A revision is proposed in 
the schedule used for allotting supervisors in the formula. The 
number of supervisors would be based on units of 100 teachers rather 
than 150 as provided in the present schedule, thus increasing the 
number of supervisors allowed in the cost program. A school system
13
Act No. 28 of the 1964 Special Session of the Louisiana 
Legi stature.
165
would have to employ only 250 teachers instead of 300 in order to 
receive an allotment of three supervisors. This change may enable 
all parishes to employ additional supervisors in special areas in 
upgrading the instructional program, and assisting the many new and 
inexperienced teachers entering the profession each year. This 
change in the allotment schedule raises the level of the minimum 
education program as presently defined in the Equalization Formula.
A change is proposed in the definition of supervisor as a 
cost item used in the cost program. The present definition of a 
supervisor applies only to supervisors of instruction. As a result, 
only those people directly involved in the supervision of instruc­
tion in the general education program are included in the cost pro­
gram. Special area supervisors are excluded as a cost item. The 
proposal redefines supervisor of instruction in the formula to apply 
to all supervisory and administrative personnel who are required to 
have valid teaching certificates. The category would include direc­
tors of instruction, supervisors of instruction, and coordinators, 
and adding new categories in the cost program of people not directly 
involved in general supervision programs. Administrative personnel 
would be classified in the supervision of instruction program.
Many services of these new categories are not offered by all school 
boards for only a few of the larger systems employ directors and 
coordinators of instruction. Hence, costs of these items would not 
be common to all systems, and inclusion of these extra services 
provide a maximum rather than a minimum educational program.
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A revision in the amount per supervisor allowed in the cost 
program is proposed in keeping supervisor salaries related to teacher 
salaries. As teacher salary schedules are changed, the cost item for 
supervisor salaries should be altered, and the amount allotted per 
supervisor should maintain a direct relationship to the teacher 
salary schedule. Salaries for supervisors in the cost program are 
based on the number of positions included in the minimum foundation 
program. The educational qualifications and teaching experience 
are not direct factors used in determining supervision cost in the 
formula. A predetermined amount per supervisor is multiplied by 
the number of positions to arrive at a total cost. A salary sched­
ule is not applied to each supervisor, using degree and experience 
as is done in determining total teacher salary cost in the cost pro­
gram. The salary schedule is used only as a related factor in 
setting a certain amount to be applied to all supervisors allotted 
in the formula.
Revisions related to vi si ting teachers. A proposal has been 
made to change the visiting teacher allotment, recommending as the 
basis of allotment a change from one for each 15,000 educables to 
one for each 5,000 educables. Since there are fifty-two school 
systems with 5,000 or more educables, this revision allows all 
systems with fewer than 10,000 educables one visiting teacher. A 
parish would have to have 10,000 educables before receiving an allot­
ment of two visiting teachers. Using the present allotment schedule, 
a school system must have 45,000 educables to receive an allotment
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of three visiting teachers, while under the proposed allotment 
schedule, school systems with 45,000 educables would be allotted 
nine visiting teachers.
There were only ninety-five visiting teachers allotted and 
employed in the 1964-65 equalization distribution. Implementation 
of this revision would add approximately ninety visiting teachers 
to the minimum foundation cost program, with four parishes receiving 
more than fifty per cent of the additional allotment. Using the 
present amount allowed per visiting teacher, an additional $720,000 
would be added to the cost program. This revision would primarily 
affect the larger school systems. It is proposed that the amount 
allowed for each visiting teacher in the cost program be increased 
in relation to increases in the teacher salary schedule. The net 
effect of the proposed revision would be almost a loo per cent in­
crease in the number oi visiting teachers allowed, with a corre­
sponding increase in the amount in the cost program.
Other costs. Current recommendations affecting "other cost" 
items relate only to increasing amounts allowed in the cost program. 
The present equalization distribution allocates $33 per average 
daily membership for "other cost" items. No proposals have been 
made to add or delete items established in the "other cost" cate­
gory. It is proposed that the amount allowed in the Equalization 
Formula for "other cost" items be increased to the actual average 
amount spent by local school boards on these items. The effect of 
this proposal would be allocating funds for "other cost" items on
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an average cost basis; and school systems whose cost of these items 
was below the State average would be allowed an amount in the cost 
program in excess of actual cost, while those systems whose expend­
itures are greater than the State average would be allowed less in 
the cost program than actual cost. However, the present procedure 
of allocating a certain amount per average daily membership does 
not provide for the actual cost of these items.
The difficulty arises in establishing a uniform schedule 
for allocating amounts for "other cost” items. It is proposed that 
a formula be established defining "other cost" items and providing 
an allotment schedule. "Other cost" items are considered supple­
mentary to classroom units in furnishing a minimum education pro­
gram. A proposed schedule would base amounts for "other cost" 
items on the number of classroom units allowed in the equalization 
cost program. Use of this type of schedule would take into con­
sideration school size and actual classroom units operated. The 
"other cost" allotment schedule would be basic amounts for those 
services necessary in maintaining a minimum education program in 
school systems of varying sizes and would affect the Equalization 
Formula by changing "other cost" allotment from average daily 
membership to a classroom unit basis.
Proposals relating to transportation cost. School boards 
are reimbursed for transportation costs according to base salary 
and operating costs for bus operators. Bus routes must receive 
approval of the State Department of Education in accordance with
policies of the State Board of Education. A special study committee 
composed of school superintendents proposed that revisions be made 
in allocating transportation cost in the Equalization Formula, in­
cluding the following procedures: (1) require all systems to submit
maps showing bus routes plotted and numbered, (2) a list of buses 
operated, size, load, number of trips, and one-way miles of each 
trip, and (1) number of children transported living less than one 
mile from school. On the basis of the above data, bus routes would 
be consolidated where feasible. If local school boards failed to 
make required consolidations, transportation cost allowed in the 
cost program would be based on the recommended consolidated bus 
routes. State law provides that children living less than a mile 
from the school they attend should not be transported. It is pro­
posed that State support of transportation cost through the equal­
ization distribution be withheld when this law is not adhered to, 
resulting in a change in the present procedure of allocating amounts 
for all approved bus routes. Many local school boards have received 
State approval of bus routes transporting children living within 
one mile of the school. The proposed revision would allow the State 
Board of Education to establish certain minimum criteria relating 
to transportation costs, including determination of the number and 
sizes of buses and the minimum length of bus routes to be used in 
the cost program of the Equalization Formula. In establishing 
these criteria, a change is proposed in the minimum salary schedule 
to take into consideration the difference in basic salary because
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of length of bus routes anti the variation in time it takes to run 
the routes. This change would affect the Equalization Formula by- 
providing a graduated scale for salaries based on the above factors. 
The present schedule establishes salaries on the basis of bus length 
only. The disadvantage of using time spent on bus routes as a 
salary factor is due to the many variations of this factor, since 
the time it takes to complete a bus route is determined by the 
number of stops, road conditions, driver habits, and others. The 
use of this proposed revision may adversely affect the effective 
application of the Equalization Formula.
Proposed revisions in the support program
Per educable. The State distributes $7,500,000 to local 
school boards on the basis of the number of educables in each 
system, and the funds are used for the general support of educa­
tion. The ability' of each local system to finance education is 
not a factor in distributing per educable funds, since the number 
of educables and the minimum amount of funds required by the State 
Constitution are the only two factors used in this distribution. 
Since local school boards receive these funds for the general sup­
port of education, they are included as support items in the cost 
program of the Equalization Formula. A proposal has been made to 
eliminate the per educable distribution by a constitutional amend­
ment by a vote of the people.
The effect on the Equalization Formula would be elimination 
of this amount from the support program because by reducing the
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support program local school boards would receive increased equal­
ization funds. However, the net effect would not be an increase 
in State aid to local systems for education; it would only change 
the method of distributing State funds. There would be an increase 
in equalization funds and elimination of per educable funds. Any 
time a change occurs in the support program, it affects the amount 
of funds necessary to equalize the minimum education program for 
local school systems. This proposed revision relates to the theory 
of establishing one major fund for support of all educational pro- ' 
grams. An alternate proposal to the elimination of the distribution 
is to change from an educable to an average daily membership basis. 
The effect would be to establish a closer relationship between dis­
tribution of funds and actual school enrollment. The school census 
basis for distribution of funds may not be directly related to 
school enrollment and attendance. The effect of the change may 
cause greater effort by school officials to keep students in school 
since funds would be received on the basis of average daily member­
ship.
Five-mi 11 consti tutional tax. The net amount collected or 
ninety per cent of the amount of five mills levied on taxable prop­
erty, whichever is smaller, is charged as a support item in the 
formula. Inclusion of this feature in the Equalization Formula was 
made to prevent charging local school boards more in the support 
program than was actually received from this source. The ninety 
per cent phase was established on the basis that school boards did
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not collect one hundred per cent of the tax, for a certain per­
centage would be uncollected for varying reasons. The net amount 
collected phase was included because many school boards pay a rate 
higher than ten per cent for collection fees.
A proposed revision in this support item would eliminate the 
ninety per cent phase and use only the net amount collected in 
arriving at the amount to be used in the support program. This 
revision would affect only those systems that pay less than ten per 
cent for collection fees, with Orleans Parish being the only system 
appreciably affected, since no collection fee is charged there for 
collection of the five-mill constitutional tax. The net result of 
the present procedure is that the Orleans Parish school system is 
charged ninety per cent of the five-mill tax, but receives all funds 
collected from this source. Application of the present procedure 
allows the Orleans system to maintain a greater percentage of the 
five-mill tax collection. By charging the net amount collected 
from this source in the support program, there would be a shift 
among parishes in total amounts received from equalization funds.
The Orleans Parish School Board would be charged an increased 
amount from this support item with a reduction in funds received 
from the equalization distribution. Application of the procedure 
used in determining the amount of five-mill constitutional tax 
charged in the support program would be on a more nearly uniform 
basis.
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Rent or lease of school lands. A proposed revision in this 
support item would charge one hundred per cent of the revenue from 
rent or lease of school lands rather than the present fifty per 
cent. The reason given for charging only fifty per cent of these 
funds was that they fluctuate widely and hence could not be con­
sidered as a certain revenue. The reason given for charging one 
hundred per cent is that these revenues do not constitute a burden 
on local taxpayers. The charging of one hundred per cent of these 
funds in the support program would increase the amount local school 
boards contribute to supporting the minimum education program.
School systems receiving funds from this source would, as a result 
of charging one hundred per cent, receive less from the equalization 
distribution. Also, the change would decrease the amount of State 
funds necessary to guarantee a minimum education program to all 
systems through the Equalization Formula. If the State did not 
reduce the amount appropriated for this program, it would mean a 
shifting of funds among school systems and those not receiving funds 
from this source would be allowed a greater amount in the equaliza­
tion distribution.
In order to offset the fluctuation feature in these revenues, 
it is proposed a three- or five-year average rather than the col­
lections for a particular year be used. This revision would "even 
out" amounts charged in the support program. The basic factor in­
volved in the use of these funds in the support program is whether 
or not a portion of this revenue should be left exclusively for use
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by local school boards. The exclusion of part of this revenue 
allows certain school boards to use these funds on the same basis 
as other local funds not included in the support program. However, 
it is contended that this revenue goes into the general fund for 
education and should be used in support of the minimum foundation 
program. By allowing fifty per cent of these funds to be used for 
support of local programs other than the minimum education program, 
the tax burden in supporting these programs is reduced. A lower 
property tax rate is required to support local projects or these 
funds may be used to offer expanded services. School systems not 
receiving funds from this source have to rely more heavily upon 
the property tax for funds. In principle, charging only fifty per 
cent of these revenues is comparable to charging only ninety per 
cent of revenues from the five-mill constitutional tax in the sup­
port program. If these items are considered appropriate support 
items, then a uniform application would utilize the net amount 
collected as part of the support program. This revision would 
change only the rates used and not the items in the Equalization 
Formu1 a .
The use of an economi c index in deterni ni ng support program. 
The local school board's share in supporting the minimum education 
program comes from a five-mill property tax, the per educable fund, 
the severance tax, and the rent or lease of school lands, all of 
which are items used to measure local ability to support a minimum 
program of education. Funds from two of these support items, the
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per educable fund and the severance tax, are received from the 
State or as a result of actions by the State. Property assessment 
is the primary economic factor at the local level used in determin­
ing ability to support education.
A revision in the Equalization Formula is proposed in which 
an economic index would be used in determining the support program. 
It would be a composite of several economic factors to determine 
economic wealth of a local area, and would include value of agricul­
ture production, value added by manufacture, value of natural re­
sources, and disposable personal income. It is contended that data 
from these factors are available and are more reliable measures of 
true economic wealth. A percentage factor would be applied to each 
of these factors in determining the amount charged each local school 
board in the support program.
Use of the property assessment factor causes variations in 
amounts charged each system as support of the minimum program.
School systems with low assessment ratios are charged less in the 
property tax support item than are systems with high assessment 
ratios. A parish that assesses property on thirty per cent of true 
value contributes greater local support than a parish assessing 
property on fifteen per cent of true value. A uniform procedure 
would be to base this support item on an equalized assessment even 
though local assessments were not changed. Such a step would 
allow a more equitable distribution of State funds through the 
Equalization Formula. Using an equalized assessment factor in 
determining local support may be more equitable than using the
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economic index factor, since local school boards receive funds from 
property taxes and not from items listed in an economic index. The 
proposed economic index factors are not directly related to school 
finance since they are not available sources of revenue for school 
systems. The local tax structure would have to be changed in order 
to allow school boards to use these factors for school support. 
Support items in the Equalization Formula are presently based on 
actual revenues available to local school boards for supporting the 
minimum education program.
Consolidation of smal1 high schools in relation to Equaliza­
tion Formula. In order to effect greater equity in distribution 
of State funds, a revision has been proposed in the application of 
the Equalization Formula to certain high schools. The revision 
requires consolidation of high schools with limited enrollments, 
to be accomplished over a period of three years. During the first 
year, high schools with an enrollment of fifty or fewer children 
located within ten miles of another public school would not be 
included in the allotment of teachers under the pupi1-teacher ratio 
schedule. This feature applies to schools with sixty or fewer 
children during the second year and to schools with seventy-five 
or fewer children during the third year. It is proposed that where 
two or more of these schools are located within ten miles of each 
other they be combined and counted as one school in the allotment 
of teachers. The effect of these revisions would be the application 
of the pupi1-teacher allotment schedule to fewer schools having
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larger average daily membership and would result in a higher pupil- 
teacher allotment for these schools in the cost program.
In carrying out these proposed revisions, an appeals review 
committee composed of five superintendents would be established to 
approve exceptions to established policies. The committee would 
study all factors and make recommendations to the State Board of 
Education. If school boards refuse to effect the required changes, 
State support would be based on the pupi1-teacher ratio that would 
apply if consolidation had been implemented. The effect of the 
revision is to utilize the Equalization Formula as an enforcement 
factor in the consolidation of small high schools, a condition not 
true under the present formula. In the 1963-64 school year, there 
were eighty-five sphools being operated that would be affected by 
these revisions on allotting funds for small high schools. There 
were thirty-seven schools with an enrollment of fifty or fewer, 
seventeen schools with an enrollment of fifty-one to sixty, and 
thirty-one schools with an enrollment of sixty-one to seventy-five, 
and these were operated by thirty-seven local school systems.
There were thirty school systems with no schools within these 
categories. The eighty-five schools affected had a combined en­
rollment of 4,304 pupils. Of this total number, 1,274 were enrolled 
in schools with fifty or fewer students, 938 were enrolled in schools 
with sixty or fewer stucents, and 2,092 were enrolled in schools 
with seventy-five or fewer students. Application of the proposed 
revisions in school size would combine these pupils with the
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average daily membership of other schools in allotting teachers 
under the Equalization Formula.
Consolidation of these small schools may affect transporta­
tion as well as teacher costs in the cost program of the formula.
When consolidation of schools occurs, it usually increases trans­
portation costs, whereas a reduction in teacher costs may occur 
through application of a higher pupi1-teacher ratio schedule. The 
over-all effect on the equalization distribution is an increase in 
the cost of the minimum education program. Larger high schools 
offer more courses in the curriculum and in reality may cause an 
increase in teacher cost even though a higher pupi1-teacher ratio 
schedule applies to these schools. The increased curriculum 
offering may cause a greater number of teachers to be included in 
the cost program.
Shifting school support to loca1 leve1. Louisiana furnishes 
the major portion of financial support for the minimum education 
program at the State level. The share of financial support for edu­
cation by State and local governments is determined through support 
items of the Equalization Formula. The State's share is increased 
or decreased as a result of changes in local support items. In­
creased emphasis is being placed on shifting additional financial 
support of education to the local level. Such a change could affect 
the Equalization Formula by changing elements of the suppor* program.
The present formula includes only certain local funds in the 
support program. These local support i tpas are the five-mill property
lax, severance tax, and rent or lease of school lands. Local school 
boards are authorized to levy additional tax rates on all taxable 
property, but any additional taxes have been omitted from the Equal­
ization Formula to allow their use for special programs and main­
tenance of school plants. It is proposed that local school boards 
use their full taxing authority and increase support of education 
at the local level through utilization of these additional funds. 
Local school boards are authorized by vote of the people to levy a 
seven-mill property tax for special maintenance and operation of 
schools. For the 1901-64 school year, only twelve school systems 
had levied the full seven mills of this tax. There were sixty 
school systems which could levy additional taxes for school sup­
port. If local school boards were required to use these funds for 
support of the minimum educaiion program theii ability to enrich 
and offer services beyond' the mi n i mum program would be decreased.
If revenues from this source were included in the Equalization 
Formula, the araouni of State fund- necessary to furnish a minimum 
education program would be reduced. As a result, a shifting of 
financial support of the minimum program from the State to the 
local level would occur and the Equalization Formula used as the 
method for accomplishing this shift.
By using the State salary schedule for teacher salary costs 
in the cost program, the local school board's share of these costs 
is determined by the Equalization Formula. Present proposals are 
that more of the increased salary costs should be shifted to the 
local level. In an effort to achieve this step, the Legislature
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authorized school boards to use sales taxes with voter approval 
for increasing school f u n d s . I f  this method were used in supply­
ing teacher salary funds, it would affect the procedure of deter­
mining teacher salary costs in the Equalization Formula. Unless 
funds from sales taxes were charged as support items, the actual 
salary costs would not be used in the cost program and the present 
procedure of using actual salaries based on State schedules would 
be altered. If actual salaries based on the State salary schedule 
and sales tax revenues were used in the formula, the result would 
be the addition of a new item in the support program which would 
not be a common element to school systems unless these taxes were 
voted by all systems. The tax might be approved by voters in some 
areas and not approved in other areas. Such an action may affect 
the uniform application of support items in the formula.
Current basi s for financing schools and distributing school 
funds. The State equalization distribution to local school systems 
is based on data of the preceding school session. Information on 
teachers employed and average daily membership at the end of the 
prior school year is used in allocating funds for the current 
school session. As a result of this procedure, local school boards 
have to finance any increase in the number of teachers and other 
school costs for the current session over the prior school session
^^Act No. 2d of the 1964 Special Session of the Louisiana 
Legi slature.
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from local funds. In order to assist school systems in meeting 
these increased costs, State equalization funds are distributed in 
two phases. The first phase distribution allocates the major 
portion of State funds to local systems. Cost and support pro­
grams of the formula are based upon prior school year data, which 
play a major role in determining State support for education. The 
first phase of the distribution is made during the month of August 
preceding the beginning of the current school term, enabling local 
school boards to budget these funds in planning for the school 
session. The first phase of the 1964-65 equalization distribution 
based on prior school data amounted to $170,58 5,964, an amount which 
indicates the importance of the equalization distribution in aiding 
school boards in balancing their budgets.^
The State Legislature appropriated $5,898,196 for the 1964-65 
second phase equalization distribution, which is on a current 
b a s i s . ^  Information on the number of teachers employed, average 
daily membership, and transportation cost is secured from local 
school boards. These data are compiled as of the end of the first 
sixty days of school or second reporting period, this period or 
first sixty days being used because school systems have information 
regarding increased enrollments and cost by this time. The second
Louisiana State Department of Education, "Budget Letter 
for Parish and City School Boards, 1964-65," Bulletin No. D-16 
(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Department of Education, 1964),
p. 1. (Mimeographed.)
*^Act No. 50 of the 1964 Regular Session of the Louisiana 
Legi slature.
phase distribution is in addition to the first phase in order to 
assist school boards in maintaining a minimum program for the cur­
rent session.
Additional teachers on a current basis. Additional teachers 
for the current school year are allotted in the second phase distri­
bution on the basis of increased average daily membership, teachers
who are included in the second phase distribution at a salary of
1 7$3,800 per new teacher. This is a variation from the procedure 
used in determining teacher salaries in the first phase cost pro­
gram where the State salary schedule is used. The $3,800 amount 
per teacher is established by the Legislature and included in the 
Act appropriating the f u n d s . T h e  State salary schedule is not 
used in determining the second phase teacher cost because the total 
amount to be distributed is appropriated by the Legislature prior 
to the beginning of the current school session. The Legislature 
convenes in May, and additional teachers for the current school
session have not been employed by this time. For this reason,
1
appropriations have to be made on the basis of estimates of in­
creased school enrollments. Also, a definite amount is appropri­
ated for increased transportation cost based upon estimates for 
the coming year. The amount allocated to each school system in 
the second phase is determined by the increase in cost for the
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current session over the prior session. However, amounts allowed 
for these increased costs in the second phase cannot exceed amounts 
appropriated on the basis of estimates submitted to the State De­
partment of Education by local school boards. If a local school 
board employs more teachers or increases transportation cost beyond 
estimates submitted, the second phase distribution does not pro­
vide for these additions. Also, when additional teachers are 
employed at a salary greater than S3,800 for the current session, 
the local school board pays the difference from local funds.
Proposed di stribution method. It is proposed that the equal­
ization distribution be made entirely on a current basis, that the 
first and second phases be combined and only one distribution be 
made to local school boards. Data from the current school session 
would be used in the allocation of funds. School boards would 
continue to receive monthly allotments equal to those received for 
the prior school year with adjustments being made after current 
school data become available. The difficulty arises in determining 
amounts to be appropriated by the Legislature, which meets in May 
before the next school session begins. It has been the policy of 
the Legislature to appropriate funds for the first phase distribu­
tion on actual school data and to use estimates only for the second 
phase appropriations. In order to distribute all funds on a current 
basis, the Legislature would have to appropriate money on the basis 
of estimates and allow an open-end appropriation until current data 
become available. In the past, the Leg! ature has exercised direct
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control over actual amounts to be distributed to local school 
boards. Actual amounts distributed in relation to the amount ap­
propriated could not be determined until current school data become 
available and the Legislature has adjourned.
Distributing State funds on the basis of current school data 
primarily benefits school systems with increasing enrollments. Prior 
to establishment of the second phase distribution, school boards 
did not receive State aid through the Equalization Formula for in­
creases in current school costs. Any additional teachers, bus 
drivers, and other employees engaged for the new school year over 
and above those employed during the prior school year were paid out 
of local funds. School systems with rapid increases in school popu­
lation had difficulty in meeting these increased costs out of local 
funds, since they paid the full salary of any new teachers and bus 
drivers employed for the first year. After the first year, these 
salary costs were included in the equalization cost program. The 
second phase distribution changed this procedure by allocating funds 
to local school boards in meeting these costs during the first year 
of employment. School boards with limited local funds may not be 
able to employ needed personnel to meet increasing enrollments; 
hence, State funds distributed through the second phase equalization 
distribution helps in meeting these costs on a current basis.
Using current school data in distributing State funds has a 
different effect on school systems with a stable or decreasing en­
rollment. These school systems would not participate in the second 
phase equalization distribution, as they would continue to receive
185
funds from the first phase distribution based on prior school year 
data. A decrease in average daily membership results in fewer 
teachers allotted in the equalization cost program. The diffi­
culty arises when local school boards are unable to adjust actual 
cost downward in relation to amounts allowed in the Equalization 
Formula. A decrease in average daily membership may change ap­
plication of the pupi1-teacher ratio schedule for the school. The 
result may be a reduction based on the decreased enrollment i.i 
teacher allotment. However, the reduction in average daily member­
ship for the school may not be such as to allow changes in actual 
number of classroom units. The local school board may have to 
continue supplying the same number of teachers, but would be 
allotted fewer in the cost program.
If the equalization distribution were based entirely on 
current school data, a reduction in current operating funds for 
school systems with decreasing enrollments may result. They would 
receive funds on the basis of current school enrollment rather than 
on prior school year enrollment. With a decreasing enrollment, 
funds would be based on a smaller enrollment. Where a school system 
is allotted one hundred teachers on the basis of prior school year 
data, it may be allotted only ninety-five teachers on the basis of 
current data. Under the present method of fund distribution, it 
would receive credit for one hundred teachers in the equalization 
cost program. Using the method of distributing funds on a current 
basis a system would be credited with only ninety-five teachers in 
the cost program. On a current basis, funds for these school systems
would be reduced during the school year in which enrollments de­
creased rather than after the session ends. As long as a school 
system has a decreasing enrollment, it is to its benefit to re­
ceive funds on the basis of prior year data rather than on a 
current basis. It is of greater benefit to school systems with 
increasing enrollments to receive funds on the basis of current 
school enrollment data.
Role of governmental agencies in relation to equalization
Local school boards. Financing public education is a part­
nership affair between State and local governmental agencies. 
School boards serve as the governmental agency at the local level, 
where the Equalization Formula is used in determining the amount 
of financial support furni shed by the State and local school board 
for education. Local school boards exercise taxing authority in 
securing funds for support of education through the Equalization 
F o rrau 1 a .
Data used in determining amounts of cost and support pro­
gram items of the formula originate at the local level. Local 
school boards have the major responsibility in compilation of the 
necessary basic information consisting of number of teachers em­
ployed, educational qualifications and teaching experience of 
teachers, transportation cost data, and average daily membership 
by school. Information on teachers and transportation originates 
and is compiled by the local school board office staff. Data on 
average daily membership originate at each school. Records kept
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by individual teachers are consolidated by the principal into a 
total report of average daily membership for the school, and local 
school boards consolidate all individual school reports for sub­
mission to the State Department of Education. Upon receipt of funds 
from the State based on the above information, local school boards 
budget these funds for support of the minimum foundation program 
of education, funds which must be expended according to require­
ments established through the Equalization Formula. Specific 
schedules and amounts are applicable to each category used in the 
distribution of these funds.
sixty-seven local school systems are submitted to the State Depart­
ment of Education, and are received and audited for completion 
and accuracy. Various schedules are applied in arriving at amounts 
to be included in the equalization di s t r ibu t i fin. After the amounts 
necessary to equalize cost of minimum proyran in all systems are 
determined, requests are submitted to the State Legislature for the 
necessary funds. Upon receipt of funds appropriated by the Legis­
lature, the State Department of Education compiles a "Budget 
Letter," outlining the amounts of funds to be distributed to each 
system. Throughout the fiscal year, monthly warrants are drawn in 
distributing the funds allocated through the Equalization Formula 
for the support of education.
The State Department of Education has many roles in relation 
to equalization. Various meetings and conferences are utilized in
State Department of Education. Equalization reports from 
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distributing information about educational programs and methods 
used in providing financial support. Staff members work, with com­
mittees, the Legislature, and other groups in planning and devel­
oping financial programs for schools. Efforts are made toward 
developing the most equitable method of distributing State school 
funds. The Department of Education maintains educational reports, 
makes studies related to finances, and secures up-to-date data 
affecting the financing of education. Proposals affecting school 
funds are developed as they reflect changes in the Equalization 
Formula. Estimates relating to a variety of school data including 
finances are submitted to authorized agencies. An important role 
is played in implementing policies of the State Board of Education 
and the State Legislature. The State Department of Education is 
a service agency in maintaining a minimum education program for 
all school system*' through the equa 1 i za ti on distribution.
State Board of Education. This agency exercises authority 
at the State level in establishing policies for public education. 
These policies play an important role in financing education, and 
those relating to teacher certification, pupil attendance, and 
approval of new schools affect the financial program for school 
systems. The Equalization Formula is adopted by the State Board 
of Education and any changes in the formula must be approved by it. 
The type of formula adopted determines the level of the minimum 
education program supported by the State. In carrying out this 
responsibility, the State Board of Education establishes committees
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to study proposals and make recommendations in connection with 
financing education. Adoption of revisions in the Equalization 
Formula is usually made upon the basis of these recommendations 
from appointed committees. While the State Legislature appropri­
ates funds for education, actual distribution is made by the State 
Board of Education in accordance wi th State law. The State Board 
of Education is an elective agency for the purpose of establishing 
policies and procedures for public education, and it is in this 
role of policy-making that the State Board of Education plays an 
important part in relation to equalization.
State Legi slature. The Legislature through amount of funds 
appropriated determines the degree of success achieved in furnishing 
a minimum education program through the Equalization Formula. A 
primary function of the Legislature in relation to equalization is 
the appropriation of funds based on data supplied by State and local 
school agencies operating within State laws. Through the enactment 
of laws concerning education, the Legislature plays a vital role 
in the financing of public education.
Elements of the cost and support programs of the Equalization 
Formula are developed within existing legal requirements. Teacher 
salaries and transportation cost include^ in the formula are based 
on schedules adopted by the Legislature, and funds appropriated 
for implementation of these schedules are included in the equaliza­
tion distribution. In recent years, the Legislature has changed 
its procedure in relation to distribution of school funds.
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Previously, the Legislature appropriated funds on the basis of 
estimates and left actual amounts for each school system to be 
determined by the State Board of Education. A lunp sum of money 
was allocated to the State Board of Education for distribution to 
local school systems. The present procedure of the Legislature is 
to include actual amounts for each school system in the appropriation 
bill which, in effect, means that the Legislature is allocating funds 
directly to local school boards based upon amounts determined through 
application of the Equalization Formula. This new procedure requires 
actual amounts allocated to each school system to be based on data 
at the end of the seventh month of school rather than at the end of 
the school session. Estimated amounts are used for rent or lease 
of school lands and the five-mill constitutional tax items in the 
support piograra. Actual amounts received from these items for the 
full school year are compared with estimates used in the first phase 
equalization distribution. Necessary adjustments are made in the
t
second phase distribution for changes in items used in making the 
first phase distribution. This new procedure increases the role 
of the Legislature in relation to the distribution of State funds 





Development of equalization. In the development of equal­
ization as a basis for school support in Louisiana, definite 
patterns of financing schools were established. Prior to 1800, 
education was provided through private and religious groups and 
tutors employed by individual families. These schools and school 
services were financed by tuition fees, donations, and direct pay­
ment for tutoring services. In the early 18o<>'s, state government 
advocated that public schools be established and financed with a 
lottery franchise. The State appropriated funds for school build­
ings, thus establishing State aid as a pattern of financing public 
schools. In 1811, the State began to utilize school enrollment as 
the basis for distributing school funds. This was changed in 1B47 
where the number of educables came to be used as the basis. Local 
governing agencies did not enter into financing public schools unti 
1869 when each parish was required by the Legislature to support at 
least one school, and police juries were authorized to levy taxes 
in support of these schools.
The State Constitution of 1898 provided an important turning 
point in financing public education, through the constitutional pro 
vision granting authority to the school district for voting special
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taxes for school buildings and maintenance. Other provisions of 
the Constitution dedicated funds for public education. Act No. 214 
of the 1912 Regular Session of the Legislature established the 
parish as the administrative unit for school systems rather than 
di stricts.
Basic factors affecting school finance. Basic factors 
affecting school finance programs are as follows; (1) increases 
in school population; (2) rising school costs because of increased 
prices; (3) new and expanding school programs: (4) limitations 
placed on local tax structure; (5) unequal distribution of tax 
revenues; and (6) school administrative organizations and their 
authority to levy taxes.
Pri nciples of equali zat ion. State participation in financing 
education had been advocated on the basis of providing adequate 
revenues and a more equitable distribution of school funds.
Elwo-id P. Cubberlev made the first major -study in State distribu­
tion of school funds in 1-los, in which he advocated that State 
school funds be distributed on the basis of ’’payment for effort." 
This was the first established principle of equalization utilized 
for State school programs. On the basis of studies conducted in 
1923, Strayer and Haig expressed the principle of equalization in 
the following terras: (I) furnish a minimum education for all chil­
dren of the State, (2) determine tax rates in relation to taxpaying 
ability, and (3) provide supervision and control of schools. The 
equalization principle allowing for collecting funds where the
wealth is and spending according to needs forms the basis for school 
finance programs today.
Louisi ana’s fi rst Equalization Formula. The principle of 
equalization was approved by the Louisiana State Legislature in 
1928 with passage of the malt tax law. This law established the 
principle of distributing State funds on an equalization basis. 
Constitutional amendments were passed in 19 30 establishing sources 
of revenue and an Equalization Fund for public education. Louisiana 
first Equalization Formula was based upon the following elements:
(1) maintain a minimum education program in all parishes, (2) 
determine the cost of the program, ( J) determine the support of 
the program, and (4) determine amount necessary to guarantee a 
minimum program. Total costs of the minimum education program 
included instruction cost, transportation cost, and other services 
of current operation. Revenues for the support program included 
funds from the State Current School Fund, a three-mill constitutiona 
tax, and other small local revenues.
Me t hod of di st r ibut i ng State school funds* The State Consti­
tution of 1914 provided for a State PubLic School Fund of not less 
than ten million dollars per year, three-fourths to be distributed 
on a per cducable basis and one-fourth on an equalization basis.
The method of distributing State funds was established in accord­
ance with these provisions. In 1956, the State Board of Education 
adopted a new plan for distributing State school funds, in which 
the Per Educable Fund, Teacher Special Salary Fund, Bus Operators'
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Salary Fund, and the Equalization Fund were combined and monies dis­
tributed on the basis of an Equalization Formula. The new plan 
reduced the number of State distributions, eliminated the use of 
special salary funds as a method of distributing State funds, dis­
tributed funds where children were attending school, and guaranteed 
every child a minimum education.
Characteri st ics of Loui siana’s tax structure. Funds distri­
buted through the Equalization Formula come from tax revenues, and 
the amount is determined in accordance with existing tax structure.
A basic characteristic of Louisiana's tax structure is its con­
centration of taxes at the State level, of which the two major tax 
sources are severance and sales taxes. Changes in the structure 
allowing for new or increasing taxes must receive approval of two- 
thirds of the State Legislature.
Another characteristic of the tax structure is the wide­
spread dedication of tax revenues. State severance taxes on 
natural resources are dedicated to public education, as well as 
two and one-half mills of the ad valorem tax. The relationship of 
local revenues to equalization is affected by the local tax struc­
ture, tax limitations, assessment and collection practices, and 
economic wealth of the area. State and local tax sources are af­
fected by exemption features in providing adequate revenues for 
schools.
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Relation of local school finances to the Equalization Formula. 
In reviewing local educational programs and revenue sources, it 
becomes evident that local school finances are directly related to 
the State Equalization Fund. Changes made in the Equalization 
Formula may either increase or decrease local funds available for 
expanding educational programs on a local basis. If existing local 
projects are included in the Equalization Formula, this could re­
lease local funds for other purposes. However, if the minimum 
educational program is decreased, additional local funds would 
have to be utilized in supporting the minimum program. Whether 
or not a local school board is able to enrich its educational pro­
gram from local revenue sources depends upon the adequacy of support 
received through the Equalization Fund. If funds are available 
after the local school system has furnished its share of support of 
the minimum foundation program, educational projects may be expanded 
or new ones initiated.
Tax collecti on agenci es. The largo number of collection 
agencies may affect administrative efficiency of Louisiana's tax 
structure. Complications may arise in filing, collecting, and 
reporting of taxes. A coordinated tax collection practice could 
furnish provisions for interchanging tax information among agencies, 
thus assuring the State of greater efficiency in tax collection.
This increased efficiency would augment revenue for supporting pro­
grams of State government.
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Coat i terns of the Equalization Formula. Cost items in the 
Equalization Formula making up the minimum education program include
(1) teacher costs, (2) supervision, (3) visiting teachers, (4) trans­
portation cost, and (5) other cost for current operation. These
are determined in accordance with schedules adopted by the State 
Board of Education. Applications of the schedules utilize the 
following data: (1) average daily membership, ( 2 )  number of
teachers employed, ( 3) transportation information, (4) number of 
educables, and (5) school organization.
Support i terns of the Equali zat ion Formula. The support pro­
gram of the Equalization Formula includes i 1 ) per educable amount,
(2) five-mill constitutional tax, (3) severance tax. and (4) rent, 
leases, and royalties from school lands. These support items are 
selected on the basis o f  the local tax structure and availability 
of revenue’ sources. Support items used in the Equalization Formula 
ire common and applicable to all school systems and provide for 
uniform effort in supporting a minimum education program. The dif­
ference between the support program and the cos’ program is the 
amount required from the State level to guarantee a minimum educa­
tion program to all school system;.
Proposed revi sions i n the Equali zation Formula. There are 
many proposals for revisions in the Equalization Formula. The 
effects of these proposed revisions are numerous and vary with the 
methods used in the distribution of school funds. It is proposed
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that many additional educational services be included in the minimum 
foundation program. These programs include the following; driver 
education, adult education, special vocational programs, guidance, 
special education, and capital outlay projects. One viewpoint is 
that the minimum education program should be expanded to include 
many of these programs as basic elements of the education program. 
Others hold the view that inclusion of these services would have an 
adverse effect upon the purpose of the equalization distribution.
The education program would cease to be a minimum program, and the 
inequity of school support would tie increased.
Proposed chanties in schedules used in determining amounts 
included in the Equalization Formula include the followino: (1}
allot teachers on a parish-wide basis, (2) lower pupi1-teacher 
ratio table, (1) add guidance, elementary librarians, and special 
education to teacher allotment schedule, (4) change grades in 
schools applicable to allotment of vocational and specialized 
teacher*- . ( S) make State salary schedule applicable to all teach­
ers. ( 6 )  reduce the number of t e a c h e r s  as the b a s i s  for alloting 
supervisors, and ( 7 )  reduce t h e  number of educables as the basis 
for allotting visiting teacher-.. P r o p o s a l s  relating t c  the? sup­
port program are to eliminate the per educable amount, charge the 
net amount collected from the five-mill constitutional tax, and 
include one hundred per cent of rent and leases of school lands.
The effect of many of these proposed revisions would be to .alter 
the definition and purpose of equalization as a method of distri­
buting State school funds. Some of the revisions expand the minimum
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education program in order to make it more applicable to current 
educational needs. They allow the support program to be more 
accurately determined on an equitable basis for all school systems. 
Distributing school funds on a current basis allows the use of data 
for the current rather than the preceding school session. The cur­
rent basis for school financing has a more favorable effect on school 
systems with increasing enrollments than on school systems with 
decreasing enrollments.
Role of governmental agenci es in relation to the Equali zat i on 
Formula. The role of the local school board in relation to equal­
ization is to serve as the local governmental agency in collecting 
data, exercising taxing authority, the actual operation of schools, 
and allocating funds received through the Hqualization Formula for 
support, of the minimum education program. The State Department of 
Education receives report4-, compiles school data, makes recommenda­
tions relating to equalization, conducts conferences, and issues 
reports and other information regarding financial support for 
schools. The State Board of Education exercises authority at the 
State level in establishing policies and approving financial plans 
affecting public education. It is the responsibility of the State 
Legislature to make provisions for public education through passage 
of laws and to appropriate necessary funds for supporting educa­
tional programs. These governmental agencies cooperate in providing 




1. Louisiana's tax structure requires that the major share 
of school financial support come from the State level.
2. The major portion of State school funds is distributed 
through the Equalization Formula.
1. The use of current data in the Equalization Formula is 
an effective method of distributing State funds for systems with 
increasing enrollments.
4. A large amount of additional funds will be needed to 
implement the proposed revisions in the Equalization Formula,
‘h . The proposed revisions in the Equalization Formula
should be weighed against present methods in securing funds,
against the growing need lor additional types of programs and 
services, and aoainst the State's resources for providing the in­
creased funds that will be required.
6. Further study is needed in determining the effect of
these proposals upon the distribution of school funds through the
Equalization Formula, both the funds as currently established and 
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